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PREFACE 

The first part of this volume deals with the rivalries and triumphs of the 

Assyrians and the Babylonians in the period of their greatest achieve¬ 

ments and fame. Babylonia slowly recovered from a long economic 

dechne and under the leadership of Chaldaean tribal chieftains began the 

attempt to assert its independence from the overshadowing power of 

Assyria, but while Assyria’s energy remained, the struggle was an 

unequal one. 

Assyria appeared to move from strength to strength. The old enemy 

in the north, Urartu, was defeated by Sargon in a spectacular campaign. 

Expansion in the west led to the capture of Samaria and the elimination 

of Israel by Sargon in the eighth century, and to the invasion of Egypt by 

Ashurbanipal in the seventh century. In the east, Elam was crushed. The 

great palaces built by Tiglath-pileser III at Calah (Nimrud), by Sargon at 

Dur-Sharrukin (Khorsabad), and by Sennacherib and Ashurbanipal at 

Nineveh (Kouyunjik) are public monuments to Assyrian success, and 

the libraries, sculptures and ornament found in them are the epitome of 

Mesopotamian culture. In contrast, the internecine struggle between 

Ashurbanipal and his brother Shamash-shuma-ukin, appointed as King 

of Babylon, proved to be the beginning of a fatal weakness. The sudden 

arrival on the international scene of the Medes and the Scythians and 

their alliance with the Babylonians led to the unexpected defeat and 

collapse of Assyria in 612 b.c., and its almost total disappearance from 

the historical record. 

Babylonia under a new dynasty was at first quick to fill the void and 

take over much of the Assyrian domain, further expanding in the west 

with the destruction of Jerusalem and the subjugation of Judah. In terms 

of sheer scale the building undertaken by the triumphant Nebuchadrez¬ 

zar II at Babylon outstrips anything attempted by the Assyrian kings. Of 

other contemporary cultural achievements there are fewer traces. Much 

of what is told here of Babylonian literature is derived from the Assyrian 

libraries and represents the culmination of centuries of tradition. Once 

again internecine strife, this time between Nabonidus and his priest¬ 

hood, seems to have weakened the empire, and with the onslaught of the 

XV 
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XVI PREFACE 

Persian king Cyrus in 559 b.c. Mesopotamia’s independence was at an 

end and its culture went into decline. There remained, however, one last 

flash of Babylonian genius, with the flowering of mathematical and 

observational astronomy from the fifth century b.c. onwards, the fruits 

of which continued to be enjoyed, through their transmission to the 

Greeks, down to the Middle Ages. 

The chapters on the history of Israel and Judah down to the end of the 

Exile in Babylonia tell a story which has become an intimate part of the 

western cultural heritage. The constant struggles, internally for religious 

purity and externally for freedom first from Assyria and then from 

Babylonia, the disaster of the destruction of Jerusalem, and the despair 

of the Exile hardly need to be rehearsed. In this field the addition of new 

written documentation is sparse by comparison with Mesopotamia, but 

the high level of archaeological exploration in the land of the Bible 

continues to throw new light on the details of the story and to enrich its 

background. 

In the setting of imperial struggles between Assyria, Babylonia, and 

Egypt the Phoenicians found themselves forced ever further west for 

trade and room to live. The importance of new discoveries in Phoenician 

archaeology is easily underestimated by comparison with the more 

familiar record of Greece and Italy. Archaeological work in the west 

Mediterranean, especially in Tunisia and Spain, continues to enhance 

our picture of these tough, enterprising people. Carthage became their 

most important focus, but they spread even wider. Persistently they 

forced their way into most parts of the Mediterranean world, sailing 

along every coast and exploring the river valleys, until their expansion 

was halted geographically by the Atlantic Ocean and politically by Greek 

colonialism and the rise of Rome. 

Very different from the Phoenicians were the Scythians and the 

Thracians, who had no interest or skill in seafaring but excelled in 

raiding and horsemanship. The Scythian raids in Asia contributed to the 

downfall of the Assyrian empire, and some of their tribes, migrating 

from their homeland in southern Russia, were in conflict with the 

peoples of the lower Danube valley, who belonged Linguistically to the 

Thracian group. In Chapter 3 3 the identification and the distribution of 

the named Scythian and Thracian tribes in the Early Iron Age are 

described by the masters of the subject, the late Professor T. Sulimirski 

and Professor G. Mihailov. Recent archaeological discoveries have shed 

new light on the tribal systems and the burial customs of both peoples. In 

this chapter the scene is set for the arrival on the coasts of Thrace and 

Scythia of the Greek colonists (Volume iii Part 3) and for the Persian 

invasion of Thrace and Scythia (Volume iv). 
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PREFACE XVll 

The fertile crescent and its history do not monopolize this volume. In 

Anatolia, successor states to the Hittites, the Phrygian and then the 

Lydian, developed a distinctive culture which has become better known 

to us in the last forty years from excavations in their capitals at Gordium 

and Sardis. Not the least of their interest hes in their relations with the 

growing strength of the Aegean Greeks, exemplified by adoption of 

alphabets that seem to owe not a little to Greek example. Lydia especially 

is to play a major role in Greek Ionia and is the major western centre of 

Persian power. 

The conquest of Egypt by Py in c. 728 b.c. resulted in a period of 

Kushite (Nubian) domination over the country without involving any 

fundamental political or religious change. Local chiefs retained their 

former positions, while owing allegiance to the Kushite king, and the 

kings themselves were already adherents of the cult of Amun, the centre 

of which in Nubia lay at Gebel Barkal, close to their capital, Napata, in 

the vicinity of the Fourth Cataract. The new dynasty, the Twenty-fifth, 

consisted of four kings besides Py: Shabako (his brother), Shebitku and 

Taharqa (his sons), and Tantamani (a nephew of Taharqa). Egypto- 

Nubian armies battled on a number of occasions with Assyrian forces 

operating in Palestine and Syria, as the Old Testament records, but the 

results did little to enhance Egypt’s military reputation. Taharqa, in 

c. 674 B.C., was able to resist Esarhaddon’s first attempt to invade Egypt, 

but not his second attack three years later.* A further, and more 

destructive, Assyrian invasion in 664—663 b.c., in the time of Ashurbani- 

pal, brought the Kushite rule over Egypt to an end. It was followed by a 

dynasty, the Twenty-sixth, of native kings under whom the arts 

prospered. Foreign mercenaries, mostly Carian and Lydian, streng¬ 

thened the Egyptian army and, with their help, a successful expedition 

was conducted in Nubia in the reign of Psammetichus II, but against the 

Babylonian forces in the Levant they fared no better than their 

predecessors had done against the Assyrian armies. A Babylonian 

invasion of Egypt by Nebuchadrezzar II in 568 b.c., when Amasis was 

on the throne, seems to have soon been forgotten. The dynasty came to 

an end with the defeat of Psammetichus III in 525 b.c. by Cambyses. 

It was decided not to set close chronological limits for all the material 

in this volume. Where chronological data exist, the connexions with 

previous volumes were easy to make; but in other subjects, such as the 

Scythians and the Thracians, we were dealing with the penumbra 

between prehistory and history. At the lower end it proved to be in the 

nature of the subjects that a writer should sometimes round off his 

account with a preview, for instance, of the restoration of the Jews from 

Exile or the afterlife of Assyrian traditions. 
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XVlll PREFACE 

The publication of this volume was delayed sadly by the illness of Dr E. 

Sollberger, who had planned much of the contents and chosen some of 

the contributors before he withdrew in 1982. We express our deep 

sorrow at the news of his death on 21 June 1989. He was a most friendly 

and helpful colleague. Very fortunately Mr C. B. F. Walker, who was 

working with Dr Sollberger in the same department in the British 

Museum, came to the rescue of the Editors. He has co-ordinated the 

work of the contributors to Chapters 21—52, edited their texts and helped 

with the compilation of the bibliographies. We are immensely grateful to 

him. Invaluable assistance has been given to him and the Editors by Mrs 

Stephanie Dailey, who has helped .with the final stages of some texts, 

prepared chronological tables and suggested suitable subjects for 

line-drawings. 

The death of Professor W. Culican on 24 March 1984 deprived us of a 

leading authority on a fast-changing subject and of access to his enviable 

command of the archaeology of Phoenicians east and west. His chapter 

here, lightly revised by Mr Walker and with some added bibliography, is 

his fullest and last statement on the subject to which he devoted his life as 

a scholar. 

The writing of Chapter 33a, ‘Scythians and Cimmerians’, was 

undertaken first by Professor E. D. Phillips of The Queen’s University 

of Belfast, and then on his death by Professor T. Sulimirski who 

completed his typescript in 1979. Since the death of Professor Sulimirski 

the updating and the revision of this section with the title ‘The Scythians’ 

has been most generously undertaken by Mr T. F. Taylor, Lecturer in 

Archaeology, Bradford. He has written the Prolegomena and footnotes 

1—24, and he has made additions to footnotes 25—124 (his additions being 

enclosed in square brackets) and to the Bibliography. It should be borne 

in mind that Mr Taylor is not necessarily in agreement with the late 

Professor Sulimirski on some matters, as is indeed to be expected in a 

fi^ld in which there have been so very many discoveries in recent years. 

The Editors are particularly grateful to Mr Taylor for his care in this 

delicate task. 

Mr T. G. H. James wishes to express his thanks to the many colleagues 

whose studies have done so much to increase our knowledge of the 

Twenty-fifth and Twenty-sixth Egyptian Dynasties, and in particular to 

Professor K. A. Kitchen, Professor J. Leclant, Professor A. B. Lloyd, 

Professor H. De Meulenaere, Dr A. Spalinger and Professor J. Yoyotte. 

Despite the inevitable delay in the completing of this volume it has 

been possible for the bibliographies to be kept generally up to date. 

The Staff of the Cambridge University Press have given the greatest 

possible help throughout the preparadon of this volume, and the Editors 
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PREFACE XIX 

wish to express their gratitude. Mrs T. Minorsky translated Professor 

Dandamaev’s chapter from the Russian. Mrs Henrietta McCall compiled 

the Index. The maps have been drawn by Euromap Ltd. Marion Cox 

prepared the illustrations. 

With the publication of this volume Dr I. E. S. Edwards and Professor 

N. G. L. Hammond complete their work as Editors. Dr Edwards has 

been Editor-in-Chief for Volumes i.i, 1.2, ii.i and 11.2, and Professor 

Hammond for Volumes iri.i, rii.2,111.5 

February 1990 J.B. 

I.E.S.E. 

N.G.L.H. 

NOTE ON FOOTNOTE REFERENCES 

Works cited in the various sections of the Bibliography are referred to in 
footnotes by the appropriate section letter followed by the number assigned to 
the work in the sectional bibliography, followed by volume number, page 
references etc. Thus a 137 ii, 5 is a reference to p. 5 of vol. ii of M. E. L. 
Mallowan’s Nimrud and its Kemains — no. 157 of Bibliography a: Assyria and 
Babylonia. 
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CHAPTER 21 

BABYLONIA IN THE SHADOW OF ASSYRIA 

(747—626 B.C.) 

J. A. BRINKMAN 

I. BACKGROUND AND GENERAL TRENDS 

Babylonia in the early centuries of the first millennium b.c. reached a 

nadir in its history. Political power was effectively fragmented between 

a weak central government, semi-independent cities, and vigorous tribes 

who controlled substantial portions of the hinterland. The older settled 

population had declined significantly in size as well as influence, 

although the cities continued as religious and intellectual centres. Long 

stretches of watercourses, the lifelines of irrigation agriculture, were 

abandoned or had fallen into disuse. Recorded economic life had all but 

ceased, and there is no evidence for significant foreign trade being 

carried on by the settled population. Because of her political and 

economic debility, Babylonia’s international horizons during this period 

were considerably narrowed; almost all known contacts were with her 

immediate neighbours to the north and east: Assyria, Luristan, and 

Elam. 

In the six score years between 747 and 626 b.c.,' Babylonia underwent 

a substantial but gradual transformation from political and economic 

weakness to reinvigorated national strength on the threshold of territor¬ 

ial expansion. The Late Assyrian empire dominated most of south-west 

Asia during these decades. For Babylonia, Assyrian military and political 

oppression served in effect as a catalyst: it stimulated the people of the 

land to develop new social institutions, to heal political fragmentation, 

and to transcend military backwardness. The stabilization of the Babylo¬ 

nian monarchy under Assyrian occupation enhanced the economic 

environment and prepared the way for revitalization of urban structures. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to chart the career of Babylonia over 

these crucial decades and to probe the reasons behind the transforma- 

* Year dates in this chapter are given according to the Julian calendar. Years cited simply as *747* 

stand for 747/6, since the Babylonian New Year fell in the early spring. In accordance with 

Babylonian custom, regnal dates for monarchs arc considered to begin with the first full year of 

reign and exclude the accession year (except when the king’s reign did not extend beyond the 

accession year); thus Shamash-shuma-ukin, whose reign is listed as 667-648, came to the throne in 

668. The chronology followed here is based on a 545. 
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BACKGROUND 3 

tion.2 We shall begin in the present section with a general discussion of 

the institutional landscape in which these changes took place; we shall 

then deal chronologically with the events through which these trends 

manifested themselves (Sections II—VII), discuss the textual and 

archaeological sources (Section VIII), and conclude with an overall 

perspective (Section IX).^ 

Recently published archaeological surface surveys provide data for 

appraising the demographic base of Babylonian society over the longer 

time span between 1130 and 626 b.c/ Despite their methodological and 

practical limitations,^ these surveys help to compensate for an absence of 

adequate contemporary documentation, especially pertaining to the 

economy and to rural society.® The detailed surveys concerned with this 

time^ cover less than one-third of the settled area in the alluvium between 

the lower Tigris and Euphrates; the surveyors chose to concentrate 

along the main course or courses of the lower Euphrates as known in the 

fourth and third millennia b.c.* Thus a comparatively narrow belt (r. 40— 

70 km wide) around the former Euphrates channels from about 45 km 

north west of Nippur down to the vicinity of Ur has been subjected to at 

least limited survey, as has the southern end of the lower Diyala basin. 

For these regions, the coverage may at present be presumed to be 

reasonably representative.’ 

Statistics for all intensively surveyed regions point to a significant 

drop in population in the late second and early first millennia b.c. 

Compared with the preceding period {c. 1600—1150), the gross settled 

area'o in each region declined, progressively more severely as one moves 

from south to north. The extreme proportions vary from Ur, where the 

settled area was 78 per cent as large as it had been in Kassite times, to the 

lower Diyala, where the area was only 25 per cent of its former size. 

Though we are not as yet in a position to make due allowance for 

possible diachronic shifts in population-density ratios, the raw figures 

suggest that relative losses in population in the early stages of the 1150— 

626 period may have ranged from about one person in four in the far 

^ For the geographical and institutional background of Babylonia in this period, the reader is 
referred to CAM 285-95. 

^ Footnote documentation in this chapter is intended to be illustrative rather than exhaustive, 
especially in the case of Assyrian royal inscriptions (which arc treated more fully in chapters 22-4 
below). Additional documentation for many of the subjects discussed here may be found in a 551. 

^ l.e., from about the end of the Kassite dynasty to the beginning of the Neo-Babylonian dynasty 
under Nabopolassar. 

5 A 513, chapter 2; a 705. Discussion: a 5 51, 5 n. 4. * a 5 51, 5 n. 5; a 5 5 2, 177. 
’ A5ii;a515;a5I4;a 783. Supplementary material in a 568,1-13 and plan 1; a 599, 20-4; a 624; 

A 625; A 726. 
® A primary research interest for the surveyors was the origins and early development of 

urbanism in Mesopotamia; hence they tended to focus in areas where settlement was heaviest 
between 4000 and 2000 b.c. 

’ Discussion: a 551,4 and n. 8. Discussion: a 5 51, 4 n. 9. 
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4 21. BABYLONIA IN THE SHADOW OF ASSYRIA 

Table i. Percentage of settled surface area occupied by settlements of ten hectares 

or less,^^ 2j00-626 B.c. 

B.C. Lower Diyala Nippur—Uruk 

Early Dynastic II-III 2700—2350 52.9 9.9 

Akkadian 2350-2100 57.8 18.4 

Ur III-Larsa 2100-1800 61.9 25.1 

Old Babylonian 1800-1600 74-5 29.6 

Kassite i6oo-i150 81.5 56.8 

Post-Kassite 1150-626 100.0*2 64.3 

south (Ur) to three persons in four in the north-east (lower Diyala). It 

must be stressed that these ebbs in population size are not to be viewed as 

a unique sharp decline brought on by catastrophic events, but rather as 

part of a secular trend toward lower population levels which had begun 

in most areas of southern Mesopotamia after the Ur III period (c. 2000 

B.c.) and reached its climax at this time.’^ 

Also typical of this period is a further decline in urbanism: proportio¬ 

nately more people were living in small towns or villages, that is, 

settlements that were ten hectares or less in area. This too is part of a 

long-term trend, in most areas going back to the Early Dynastic periods 

(c. 2700-2350), whereby the percentage of the population concentrated 

in small settlements gradually increased. Here, too, regional variations 

may be noted (Table i). Thus, both the lower Diyala and the Nippur- 

Uruk regions, though starting from substantively different patterns of 

urbanism or hierarchical settlement distribution, gradually became more 

village-oriented. In contrast, the area around Ur, according to Henry 

Wright’s survey,^'' stood out sharply: after 2900 b.c. the distribution of 

smaller settlements (here 9.5 ha or less) fluctuated in no regular pattern 

between 40 per cent and 49 per cent of the total settled area, reaching a 

maximum in Old Babylonian times and a minimum under the Kassite 

dynasty. Thus the tendency for a growing percentage of the population 

to live in small settlements was pronounced, but not universal. This 

ruralization movement reached its apogee in the early first millennium, 

but was clearly being reversed by 600 b.c., except in the Diyala. 

Also of interest in the early first millennium b.c. are the geographical 

patterns of abandonment, continuity, and new settlement within each 

region. In the lower Diyala basin, the only extended watercourse that 

" Sources of data: A 511, 59-5 7» A 515, 142 table 15 (cf. p. 138 table 12). 

*2 As emended in a 513, 179 table 16 (Si.i per cent in a 5 i i, 56 table 15). a 5 5 2, 173. 

A 783. VCTiere the reversal began only in Seleucid times (a 513, 179). 
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definitely remained in use in the period was on the far eastern edge of the 

surveyed zone;'® moreover, only 5.7 per cent of the settled area was 

occupied by new settlements — the abnormally low percentage presum¬ 

ably reflecting the inability or unwillingness of the population to assume 

new risks in the sparsely settled countryside. Along the Nippur—Uruk 

axis, there was extensive abandonment on the east side of the surveyed 

region and in the central area between Ishan al-Howa on the north and 

Qafa Dulu'^ on the south. Only the western part of the Uruk area south 

of Qara Dulu'^ had a significant percentage of stable, continuing 

communities. It is striking that in the Nippur-Uruk region there were 

no new settlements south of Isin and Adab and only about 18 per cent of 

the gross settled hectarage in the northern sector represented fresh 

settlement. 

In the southernmost region around Ur, abandonment was particularly 

pronounced in the northern zone: the former Ur channel of the 

Euphrates was reduced to a small canal supporting only a few villages 

besides Ur itself But in the Ur survey region as a whole more than half 

the settlements were new, and these represented 22 per cent of the total 

settled area. It is difficult to estimate how much of this overall relocation 

may have been due primarily to hydrological factors (such as the drying 

up or shifting of watercourses) and how much to political disruption. 

But the decline in the western part of the lower Diyala basin and in the 

eastern section of the Nippur-Uruk region occurred where one would 

expect pressures from newly arrived Aramaean tribesmen to have been 

greatest; and one could make a similar case for Chaldaean-Aramaean 

stress (especially from the Bit-Yakin and Puqudu tribes) in the northern 

Ur area. The rise in small undefended settlements on the southernmost 

fringe of the Ur region could indicate sedentary linkage with neighbour¬ 

ing Arab tribes who were moving through the area.'"^ The low 

proportion of investment in new settlements was probably dependent on 

several factors, including reduced population size and unreliable defence 

mechanisms in times of political unrest. 

Thus from the surface surveys one gains a general picture of 

population decline, dispersal into smaller settlements, and relocation out 

of vulnerable areas. From the jejune textual evidence, especially for the 

period from i too to 750 b.c., one can detect complementary background 

hints of climatic irregularity, crop failure, outbreaks of plague,and 

disruptive tribal population movements. But there remain questions 

about whether the broad picture of decline applies with equal validity to 

all of Babylonia and for all of the time span between 1150 and 626 b.c. 

A 5 51, 7 and n. 19. 

Compare the data in a 554, 258; a 585; a 785, 333; a 829, no. 167. 

A 535, 389 n. 2180; A 763, 450 and 432; cf. a 25, 76. 
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6 21. BABYLONIA IN THE SHADOW OF ASSYRIA 

Although generally unnoticed, there is evidence which indicates that: (i) 
by the early first millennium b.c. the intensively surveyed regions may 
no longer have been typical for Babylonia as a whole, and (2) the general 
decline in Babylonia may have been substantially arrested before 720 
B.C., rather than a century later. The detailed surveys did not touch 
several crucial areas where major economic and political activity is 
documented in the eighth and seventh centuries, particularly the north¬ 
west section of the alluvium (where urban centres were concentrated)'^ 
and the principal tribal homelands of the Chaldaeans in the west^o and 
south east.21 According to the longer accounts of Sennacherib’s first 
campaign, these tribal areas held a large number of cities and fortified 
settlements.22 Also, in the early first millennium b.c., two additional 
factors must be taken into account. First, the major Euphrates courses 
had by then shifted considerably to the west of the old Nippur—Uruk axis 
(and so outside the area covered by the intensive surveys) and thus the 
principal band of contemporaneous Euphrates-based settlements would 
be expected to lie to the west of the surveyed zone.23 Secondly, much of 
the Nippur—Uruk hinterland would have been controlled by Aramaean 
tribal groups at a comparatively low level of urbanism, that is, groups 
whose impermanent quarters would not leave traces that are readily 
identifiable by traditional surface reconnaissance techniques. Thus the 
major scene of action in lower Mesopotamia from at least the middle of 
the ninth century2^ would not be expected to lie in the former urban 
‘heartland’, but outside the intensively surveyed areas, especially to the 
north west, west, and south east. In addition, the substantial documen¬ 
tation — administrative, legal, and epistolary — that commences about 747 
and increases significantly after 722 suggests by both its quantity and 
contents that the depths of the prior dark age were over in the third 
quarter of the eighth century.25 Thus, while the broad picture of 
population decline may be generally valid for central lower Mesopota¬ 
mia in the early first millennium b.c., there is evidence indicating that: 

(1) the period of worst decline ended in the second half of the eighth 
century rather than one hundred years later 

(2) a primary focus of urban activity after the mid-ninth century lay 
outside the intensively surveyed regions, that is, to the north west of 
the Nippur—Uruk corridor 

(3) the major tribal areas - including fortifications and towns — lay along 
the unsurveyed banks of the contemporary Euphrates to the west of 

Notably Babylon, Borsippa, Dilbat, and Sippar. This area was covered principally by an early 
survey which is considered inadequate by present standards (sec a 551,4 and n. 6). 

20 Especially Bit-Dakkuri. 21 Bit-Yakin. Topography of this area; a 726; a 783. 
22 A 270, 52-4. 23 Cf. A 551, 9 n. 30. 
2^ And perhaps from the mid-twelfth century on. 25 Discussion: a 551, ion. 33. 
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Nippur and Uruk and in the marshy territories to the east of Uruk 

and Ur.2® 

Therefore the general picture of population decline should be modified 

to reflect local variations as well as adjustments in periodization. 

For the late eighth and seventh centuries, written sources supplement 

and add depth to the rough demographic portrait drawn from archaeolo¬ 

gical surveys. Contemporary letters and economic records, as well as the 

campaign narratives of Assyrian royal inscriptions, help to fill in details 

about the population of the towns and countryside of Babylonia. The 

inhabitants of Babylonia in the late eighth century were composed of 

two principal groups: the older ‘Babylonian’ native stock (an amalgam 

of descendants of the Sumerians and Akkadians and such assimilated 

later immigrants as the Amorites and Kassites), and relatively recently 

arrived tribesmen, such as Aramaeans and Chaldaeans, who were as yet 

unassimilated. By 750 b.c., the constituent elements of the older 

population had lost their political and ethnic identity and shared a 

common Babylonian culture. This group formed the majority of the 

population in the urban centres in the north-west alluvium^® and in the 

south west.25 Because of the urban focus of the extant documentation, 

we do not yet know whether significant numbers of this population 

group resided in the countryside, for instance in northern Babylonia. 

The dominant social unit among the older Babylonians was the family 

(nuclear or extended), although under the hectic political conditions of 

the seventh century smaller family units in the cities increasingly came to 

align themselves into broader kin-based groups that traced descent from 

common eponymous ancestors or bore distinctive family names.The 

most important larger kin-groups eventually came to dominate the civil 

and religious hierarchy in several towns, particularly in northern 

Babylonia.^* 

The tribesmen, who are distinguished primarily by their social 

structure,32 controlled substantial portions of the countryside. There 

were two major tribal groups, the Aramaeans and the Chaldaeans,^^ both 

of West Semitic origin.^ It should be stressed that the dichotomy 

between the diverse populations in Babylonia was not based on place or 

type of residence (urban versus rural, sedentary versus non-sedentary), 

but on social organization (tribal versus non-tribal). Many tribesmen 

lived in towns, and some even in large urban centres. 

26 Note the qualifying statements in a 515, 152-4 and the reservations in a 6oi, 40. 

^ Discussion: A 5 51, ion. 35. 28 Notably at Babylon, Borsippa,Sippar,Dilbat, and Nippur. 
29 Particularly at Uruk and Ur. ^ Discussion: A 551, 11 n. 38. 

A 545, 237—8; A 590. 22 Discussion: a 551, 12 n. 40. 

32 For Arabs in Babylonia, see p. 17 below. Further discussion: a 551, 12 n. 41. 

3^ I.C., their basic linguistic affiliation lay with Semitic groups outside the East Semitic (Assyro- 

Babylonian) language family. 

35 Towns: a 185, 44 and 58-60; a 270, 52—4. Large urban centres: a 270, 54. 
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8 21. BABYLONIA IN THE SHADOW OF ASSYRIA 

The Aramaeans had been in Babylonia longer than the Chaldaeans, 

but were on the whole more fragmented and less sedentary.Aramaeans 

had begun arriving in lower Mesopotamia in large numbers at the 

beginning of the eleventh century^^ and had settled principally across the 

northern end of the alluvium, around Nippur, and on both sides of the 

lower Tigris. There were more than forty Aramaean tribes, some of 

which were under the simultaneous leadership of as many as eight 

sheikhs {nastkti)?^ The most prominent of these tribes in the late eighth 

and seventh centuries were: (i) the Gambulu, living in a marshy region 

(perhaps centred around modern Wasit) near the Elamite border;^^ (2) 

the Puqudu, active both along the Babylonian—Elamite frontier and in 

the vicinity of Uruk in south-western Babylonia;'*® and (3) the Ru^ua near 

Nippur. The Aramaeans had generally resisted assimilation to Babylo¬ 

nian ways; they had retained their distinctive personal names and tribal 

structure and had not taken an active role in the Babylonian political 

system.'” Individual Aramaeans were usually identified in texts not by a 

Babylonian two-tier genealogy (such as ‘Nadinu son of Zakir-shumi’), 

but simply by their own personal name plus a gentilic adjective referring 

to their tribe - ‘Samunu, the Gambulian’ {Samunu Gambulayu). The 

Aramaeans had few large towns,'’^ and their economy was primarily 

pastoral. Their principal impact on Babylonia seems to have been in the 

realm of language, where in this period Aramaic was fast replacing 

Babylonian as the vernacular; by the late eighth century, the use of 

Aramaic in Babylonia may have become so widespread that officials had 

to be dissuaded from using it in government correspondence.'*^ It is 

unfortunate that we are not better informed about the Aramaeans in 

Babylonia and Assyria at this time because the widespread language 

changes may already have been symptomatic of an incipient Aramaiza- 

tion of Mesopotamian culture; at maturity, this trend was to impart a 

distinctive character to Mesopotamian civilization, especially in the 

centuries between the demise of independent Babylonia (539 b.c.) and 

the coming of Islam {c. a.d. 637). 

^ On the Aramaeans in Babylonia, sec a 535, 267-85; a 574 (with adjustments noted in a 544); 

A 685; A 733; A 755. 

Earlier contacts with the Aramaeans (under the name Akhlamu) date back to at least the 

fourteenth century and perhaps as early as the eighteenth century b.c. 

^ A 185,.45 n. 9; A 545, 226. 

39 A 755, 218-23; Streckin The En^clopaedia of Islam \i{indcdn. Leiden, 1965) 357, j.y. Djabbul; 

cf. A 603, 8. 

« A 551, 15 n. 49. 

The theory that an eleventh-century king of Babylonia (Adad-apla-iddina) was Aramaean has 

now been shown to be based on a textual misreading: C. B. F. Walker in a 54, 414. 

^2 Discussion: A 5 51, 13-14 n. j2. 

^3 A 570, 90; A 575, no. 10. Further discussion of Aramaean influence in Babylonia at this time: 

A 551, 14 n. 53. 
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The Chaldaeans, although later arrivals,'*^ were both more sedentary 

and more unified than the Aramaeans. There were three major and two 

minor Chaldaean tribes, each named the ‘House of So-and-so’ (after an 

eponymous ancestor), and each under the control of a single chieftain. 

The major tribes were: (a) Bit-Amukani, on the lower Euphrates above 

Uruk; (b) Bit-Dakkuri, on the central Euphrates south of Borsippa but 

occasionally active around Babylon itself;"^ and (c) Bit-Yakin, the most 

powerful of the Chaldaean tribes, dominating tbe land around Ur and the 

marshes to the east (the ‘Sealand’).'*^ Of lesser importance were the Bit- 

Sha’alli and the Bit-Shilani, smaller tribes which are mentioned only 

infrequently in the sources.'*® By the late eighth century, the Chaldaeans - 

although preserving their basic tribal structure - were becoming 

Babylonized: many of them bore Babylonian names, were settled in 

fortified towns and villages, and were engaged in cultivating date palms 

and raising cattle. Individual Chaldaeans cited their genealogy in most 

cases simply by calhng themselves ‘son’ of their tribe’s eponymous 

ancestor (thus: Ea-zera-iqisha ‘son’ of Amukanu).'*^ Because they 

controlled most of the course of the Euphrates through Babylonia as 

well as the marshes at the head of the Persian Gulf, the Chaldaeans were 

in a position to regulate a substantial portion of international and 

domestic trade. Beginning in the early eighth century, they also entered 

actively into Babylonian political life; before the year 730, each of the 

three principal Chaldaean tribes had in turn furnished at least one 

occupant of the Babylonian throne.®® 

The king of Babylon presided over this heterogeneous population,®' 

though his power was in effect limited by independent actions of both 

the larger cities and the tribes. Some of the weaker kings were unable to 

police dissident elements, and uncontrolled civil unrest and disruption 

of trade routes are probably what attracted the initial Assyrian military 

intervention in Babylonia in 745 b.c. Following the political collapse of 

Babylonia at the end of the ninth century, the hereditary principle for 

monarchical succession had been undermined in practice: there is only 

one known instance of Babylonian father—son succession between 810 

and the rise of the Neo-Babylonian empire in 626.®2 The monarchy was 

^ They are first attested in Babylonia about the year 878 b.c. (a 535, 260). 

Powerful chiefs of Chaldaean tribes were sometimes styled ‘kings’ in Assyrian royal 

inscriptions, e.g., A 234, 52 Episode 12; a 532, 12. 

^ This included the town of Marad (a 270, 5 2). 

This included Larsa, Eridu, and Kissik (a 270,5 3). Location of Bit-Yakin: a 726. Geography of 

the Chaldaeans: a 296, 19-25. 

Discussion: a 551, 15 n. 59. Discussion: a 551, 15 n. 60. 

50 General literature on the Chaldaeans: a 535,260-7 (with reference to earlier treatments); a 582. 

5‘ Discussion: A 551, 16 n. 62. 

52 When Nabu-nadin-zeri (Nadinu) succeeded Nabonassar in 734 (discussion: a 551, 16 n. 64). 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



lO 21. BABYLONIA IN THE SHADOW OF ASSYRIA 

further destabilized by a rapid turnover in rulers, especially in the years 

from 733 to 689 (when there were no less than fourteen reigns averaging 

just 3.2 years each).^^ Although weakened, the Babylonian monarchy 

endured as an institution and served as a focus of contention in the late 

eighth and seventh centuries, when Chaldaeans and Assyrians vied with 

each other to ensure succession of their own candidates to the throne.5“* 

Local government in Babylonia was administered through a province 

iplhatu) system, with most major cities and many minor towns serving as 

capitals of their own small provinces. The far south-eastern section of 

the country, which had extensive marshes and no large cities, was treated 

as a separate larger province under its old name, the ‘Sealand’. Most 

provinces were under the jurisdiction of a royally appointed governor, 

the sakin temi (an older title which had taken on an elevated function 

about the middle of the ninth century); a few provinces, such as Nippur 

and the Sealand, had governors who bore traditional titles, such as 

iandahakku (Nippur) and saknu (Sealand).Occasionally local rulers with 

dynastic pretensions affected a more ambitious titulary; thus various 

members of the Ningal-iddin family, which held the governorship at Ur 

between 680 and 648, styled themselves saknu or even sakkanakku}^ 

The Babylonian city remained a strong political and cultural institu¬ 

tion. The historical picture is undoubtedly skewed by the urban origins 

of most surviving documentation, but the elitist bias of the sources is not 

unrepresentative: cities dominated the economic and intellectual life of 

the country. Retaining an aura of tradition that in some instances dated 

back to the golden era of city states in preceding millennia, the city was 

still a provincial seat of government and had an assembly of citizens 

which functioned as a law court in trying contested cases.Temples in 

the large cities remained powerful institutions with their splendid 

liturgical ceremonies, prestigious officials, lucrative prebends, and 

extensive properties. Citizens in major cult cities, especially in the north¬ 

west alluvium, held privileges of exemption from taxes, corvee, and 

army service.Urban centres such as Nippur and Babylon were 

distinguished for their pluralist, cosmopolitan society, which included 

foreigners as well as tribal residents;^’ cities were not only the home of 

intellectuals and scribal schools, but contained a broad spectrum of 

53 Statistics: A 551, 16 n. 65. 

54 Studies of the royal titulary in the eighth and seventh centuries: a 3 3 5,167-8; a 89 5, v. 9,5 3-6 5 

and 99—100; A 541, 412—13 n. 23. Discussion of the powers and duties of the king: a 535, 289—96; 

A 541; CAM 290. 

55 Discussion: a 5 51, 17 n. 68. 56 ^ 551, 17 n. 69, 

57 See provisionally a 729, 146-7. 

58 Particularly in Sippar, Nippur, Babylon, and Borsippa; see CAH iii^.i, 291. Note also the 

general right of Babylonian citizens to appeal directly to the king (a 714). 

59 Discussion: a 551, 18 n. 73. 
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classes from merchants and temple officials to settled agriculturalists and 

pastoralists. The line between town and country population was not so 

sharply drawn as in some modern Western societies. Cities drew their 

economic support from a range of sources: temple endowments, private 

landed property, international and domestic trade, the skilled crafts, and 

the agricultural and stock-raising activities of the hinterland. Despite the 

demographic trend toward ruralization in the early first millennium, 

urbanism remained the norm: successful or prosperous tribes built cities 

and towns and fortified them with walls.Because of their wealth and 

prestige, cides were obvious targets for Assyrian aggression; yet they 

were not always as vulnerable as one might expect in a non-militaristic 

society. The walled cities of the north-west alluvium proved formidable 

obstacles to the Assyrians in the time of the Great Rebellion (652—648), 

and Babylon itself long held out against two sieges: for more than fifteen 

months in 690-689 and for more than two years in 650-648.^’ It is surely 

significant that the most ambitious building programme in Babylonia 

during this period was carried out by a city governor (Sin-balassu-iqbi of 

Ur)®2 rather than a king; and another city governor dated by his own 

regnal years.Cities were the focus of local government, society, and 

economy and remained critical factors in the political and cultural life of 

the land. 

The tribes seem generally to have remained outside the province 

system and to have operated under their own leaders. The Chaldaean 

tribes Bit-Yakin and Bit-Dakkuri and the Aramaean tribes Gambulu and 

Puqudu were politically the most powerful groups in the land; what 

prevented them from dominating the entire country was that they 

seldom agreed to work under common direction for a common purpose. 

When an exceptional leader such as Merodach-baladan or Mushezib- 

Marduk appeared and personally won their allegiance, the disparate 

tribes could work together with the rest of Babylonia and offer 

surprisingly effective resistance to the militarily superior Assyrians. 

Occasionally there were strained relations or hostile incidents between 

tribe and tribe or between a tribe and the older population. This seems 

seldom to have developed into long-lasting or deep-seated enmity; but, 

in the case of Ur and the Bit-Yakin tribe (which controlled much of Ur’s 

hinterland),^ there was continuing friction that erupted into warfare 

several times during the period. 

Though politically weak and internationally insignificant in the mid- 

^ A 185, 44 and 58-60; A 270, 52—4; A 254, 52-5 Episode 15; a 337, 70. 

Borsippa and Ur also endured long sieges in the seventh century; see a 551, i8 n. 75. 

A 537, 556-9; A 534, 249-ji. 63 A 829, nos. 27 and 90. 

^ Including (at various times) the towns of Eridu, Larsa, and Kissik (a 270, 5 3; cf a 185, 58 and 
64). 
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eighth century, Babylonia nonetheless enjoyed a limited regional 

importance. It formed the vulnerable southern border of Assyria and 

stood astride several important trade routes: the southern section of the 

Euphrates (which was a crucial link in commerce between the Persian 

Gulf and the Mediterranean), the beginning of the Baghdad—Kerman- 

shah—Hamadan road to the east, the overland route to Elam via Der, and 

the developing caravan tracks west onto the Arabian desert. Assyria, as it 

grew into an imperial power, could not afford to ignore disruptive 

tribesmen close to its southern frontier; they not only menaced the 

outskirts of Assyria itself but threatened the Babylonian hub of inter¬ 

national trade. Assyria thus made a concerted effort to neutralize 

destabilizing influences in Babylonia, and this it did primarily by 

launching a series of massive strikes against Babylonia’s tribal popula¬ 

tion. The ensuing struggle between the Assyrians and the tribesmen 

dominated the political history of Babylonia from 745 to 626. 

Assyrian initiatives in Babylonia took a variety of forms, including 

campaigns into tribal areas, wholesale deportation of tribal populations, 

diplomatic efforts to secure the allegiance of the non-tribal urbanites, and 

direct intervention in government through the installation of Assyrian 

or pro-Assyrian rulers on the Babylonian throne (in effect, making 

Babylonia a client state). Campaigns into tribal regions tended to focus 

on fortified towns, which were unable to withstand aggressive Assyrian 

siege techniques.*'^ The effectiveness of this strategy varied in direct 

proportion to the percentage of the tribal population found in these 

towns; the tactic was essentially a failure in the case of the relatively non- 

sedentary Aramaeans and only a qualified success in the case of the 

Chaldaeans, who took somewhat longer to regroup. Deportation was 

another technique much in favour with the Assyrians; it was employed 

several times on a large scale in Babylonia in the second half of the eighth 

century, both to export insurgent tribesmen and to import potentially 

more docile inhabitants from other lands.According to official if 

tendentious Assyrian statistics', almost half a million people were 

removed from Babylonia between 745 and 702; more than half of these 

were Chaldaeans.®^ The combined tactics of repeated military campaigns 

and deportations were responsible for the eclipse of the Bit-Yakin tribe 

in the seventh century and for the temporary ascendancy of the Bit- 

Dakkuri among the Chaldaeans between 695 and 675.®® 

For most of the period under consideration (85 out of 121 years), 

Assyria controlled the Babylonian throne either by having the Assyrian 

monarch personally rule also as king of Babylonia or by installing one of 

E.g., A 185, 44 and j8-6o; A 270, 52-4; a 357, 70. 

66 Discussion: a 5 5 i, 20 n. 80. 67 Statistics and discussion: a 551, 20 n. 81. 

68 Discussion: a 5 5 i, 20 n. 82. 
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its own nominees (sometimes a member of the Assyrian royal family) as 

king.The latter method eventually proved more successful; and the 

two long reigns from 667 to 627 stabilized the Babylonian monarchy and 

provided support for the burgeoning economy — despite the notable 

interrupdon of the Great Rebellion (652—648). Assyria did not always 

respect the territorial integrity of Babylonia, especially east of the Tigris; 

at various times it incorporated such centres as Der, Lakhiru, Khihmmu, 

and Pillatu within its own borders, albeit with only mixed success.™ In 

the area of local administration within Babylonia, Assyria in the late 

eighth century attempted to override the structure of small provincial 

units when Sargon divided the land into two large provinces with one 

governor in Babylon and another in the eastern region of Gambulu.^' 

The new system did not succeed and may have been abandoned already 

in the next reign.™ Assyria conducted local administration either by 

appointing Babylonians on whom it could rely or by installing Assyrian 

emissaries, the latter usually in minor positions and for shorter periods.™ 
Officials serving in Babylonia from the king down to local temple 

stewards were required to take a loyalty oath {adu) to the Assyrian 

monarch and to promise that they would faithfully report to the Assyrian 

court any subversive actions or plots.™ The Assyrians did not maintain 

control in Babylonia by stationing large garrisons on Babylonian soil, 

but relied on an efficient intelligence network to direct army units based 

in Assyria to major trouble spots.'^® The local Assyrian military policy 

was one of defence-in-depth: quickly suppressing insurgence with forces 

from outside rather than laying an extensive internal network to forestall 

revolt.™ 
Assyrian relations with the older urban centres of Babylonia deserve 

further comment. Previous Assyrian rulers in the ninth and early eighth 

centuries had had a special relationship with the venerable religious cities 

of the north-west alluvium, notably Babylon, Borsippa, and Cutha; they 

had bestowed gifts on the major temples and had sponsored sacrifices 

there.™ Shalmaneser III (858—824) had feted the citizens of Babylon and 

Borsippa at lavish banquets and presented them with festal garments and 

other gifts.In the late eighth and seventh centuries, when the Assyrian 

monarchs came to rule either directly or through intermediaries in 

southern Mesopotamia, they increased efforts to establish solidarity 

between themselves and Babylonian city-dwellers. They pursued a tactic 

of attempting to separate this urban population from the tribesmen; in 

times of unrest, they appealed directly to the men of Babylon for support 

A 540, 90-2. E.g., A 555, 240; A 676, no. 70. Discussion: A 551, 21 n. 84. 

A 185, 66. Discussion: a 5 51, 21 n. 85. ^ a 5 51, 21 n. 86. 

A 54J. 232-3. A 674, 31-40; cf. A 72, nos. 287 and 327; a 344, 28-30. 

Cf. A 551, 21 n. 89. A 545, 255. 

^ A J3J, 197 and 217. a 555, 197. 
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against Chaldaean and other rebels, such as Mukin-zeri and Shamash- 

shuma-ukin.'^’ To secure this political allegiance, the Assyrians offered 

political and economic advantages to the city-dwellers and to their 

temples. Most Assyrian monarchs of this time sent generous offerings to 

the major deities of Babylonia, particularly to Marduk and Nabu.®® They 

renewed the traditional privileges of the citizens of the old religious 

centres, including freedom from certain taxes.®^ Sargon attempted to 

broaden his base of support by extending comparable privileges to such 

southern cities as Uruk, Ur, Kissik, and Eridu, which do not seem to 

have had them previously.®2 But, except in the far south,®® acceptance of 

Assyrian rule seems generally to have been lukewarm; and cities that 

sided with Assyria ran the risk of finding themselves isolated from their 

countrymen. As the governor of Nippur wrote to the Assyrian court: 

The king knows that people everywhere hate us because of our allegiance to 
Assyria. We are not safe anywhere; wherever we might go, we would be killed. 
People say, ‘Why did you submit to Assyria?’ We have now locked our city gates 
tight and do not go out . . 

Even under Esarhaddon, who made a show of restoring Babylon and 

reinstating its privileges, there were tax protests in the capital and 

obvious signs of Assyrian unpopularity.®® In times of major revolt,®® 

cities in the north west supported the anti-Assyrian side, even though 

they were particularly vulnerable to Assyrian reprisals.®’ Thus the 

Assyrian policy of cultivating Babylonian urban centres for religious and 

political reasons yielded marginal results that on the whole were not 

favourable to Assyria, especially after the accession of Sennacherib.®® 

Anti-Assyrian resistance in Babylonia was generally led by the 

Chaldaeans. Revolts which brought a member of the older Babylonian 

population to the throne were invariably taken over and the Babylonian 

candidate displaced in favour of a Chaldaean within a few weeks or 

months.®® Before the time of Sennacherib, the Chaldaeans chose tribal 

areas as sites for their military engagements against the Assyrians, 

perhaps because they were unsure of the support of the older urban 

population. After Sennacherib’s accession, many of the battles took 

place in northern Babylonia near cities,^° and the Chaldaeans drew on 

A 72, no. 301 ( = A 698, no. 115)^ A 79, no. i. 

A 185, 58; A 204 II, pi. XXXIV 9-10; A 254, 24 Episode 33; a 344, 226-48; a 689, no. 132. Also 

A 72, no. 1241 + A J75, no. 112; cf. a 72, no. 339 ( = a 73, no. 293; a 77, 511). 

A 663, i; A 234, 25-6 Episode 37; a 5 j i, 22 n. 95. 82 a 185, 64. 

83 Where cities such as Uruk and Ur, which were situated in enclaves in tribal territory, saw an 

advantage in having an Assyrian defender. 

84 A 72, no. 327 ( = A 698, no. 121). 85 A 72, nos. 327 and 340 ( = a 73, no. 276). 

86 Notably in 703, 694-689, and 652-648. 8? (;^f a 551, 23 n. loi. 

88 Discussion: a 551, 23 n. 102. 8^ Examples: a 551, 25 n. 103. 

^ Perhaps because Sennacherib even early in his reign was perceived as anti-Babylonian. 
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urbanites, Aramaean tribesmen, and foreign contingents for assistance. 

Not all Chaldaeans were consistently anti-Assyrian. The Assyrians may 

occasionally have manipulated the accession of well-disposed chieftains, 

and Chaldaean soldiers served with the Assyrian army.” By the middle 

of the seventh century, Bit-Amukani had effectively fallen under 

Assyrian domination and was itself subject to Aramaean raids.gut in 

general, especially between 732 and 646, the Chaldaeans were the 

mainstay of anti-Assyrian politics in Babylonia, and occasional extra¬ 

ordinary tribal leaders were able to combine the political strength of 

their unified tribes, economic power based on their animal husbandry 

and trade, and tactical benefits of their environment’^ to good advantage 

in harrying the Assyrians.’'* 

Over the years, repeated Assyrian attacks on the tribal countryside 

and Assyrian interference in Babylonian government stimulated the 

growth of more effective political and military strategies among both the 

older Babylonians and the tribal populations. Babylonia under Assyrian 

stress became more adept in utilizing its natural resources - especially its 

hydrological features — for offensive and defensive strategy. Use of 

marshes’5 as bases for mobile raiding parties and the deliberate shifting 

of watercourses (either to put pressure on unsympathetic cities or for 

defensive flooding around tribal towns)’* evince a heightened awareness 

of the tactical potential of the environment in resisting a militarily 

superior enemy. In addition, Babylonians and Chaldaeans broadened 

anti-Assyrian resistance into a regional movement by bringing in their 

nearby trading partners, the Elamites and Arabs, to furnish auxiliary 

troops for hostilities in Babylonia. This inevitably expanded the theatre 

of conflict into neighbouring lands, which presented formidable natural 

obstacles for Assyrian armies; hills and mountains in Elam, desert in 

Arabia, and extremes of climate in both areas. Furthermore, in times of 

stress, there appeared, especially from the Chaldaean Bit-Yakin tribe, a 

remarkable series of leaders, who commanded substantial strength from 

the various parts of Babylonia: Merodach-baladan, Mushezib-Marduk, 

and Nabu-bel-shumati, to name only the most prominent.’’^ These 

leaders, with a core of support from their native tribe, learned to rally 

widespread anti-Assyrian forces from other tribes and the older popula¬ 

tion of Babylonia, as well as from foreign lands. Eventually these 

A 254, 52 Episode 12; a 497, nos. 105 and 139. Cf. a 5 51, nn. 106, 185, 188. 

^2 A 72, no. 275; cf. A 72, no. 896 and a 497, no. 139. 

Particularly the marshy terrain and the dispersed population. 

^ A 5 59» 279; A 588, chapter j. The Chaldaean economic base (especially agriculture and trade) 

would have been particularly vulnerable to Assyrian military moves. 

^5 A 5 j 1, 24 n. 110. ^ A 5 51, 25 n. 111. 

^ The older Babylonian population produced few leaders who were able to survive even a short 

time. See a 5) i, 23 n. 103. 
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traditional alliances were available to assist even the Assyrian arch-rebel, 

Shamash-shuma-ukin, who led Babylonia and its allies in a devastating 

blow to the unity of the Assyrian empire. Unquestionably, the peren¬ 

nially interfering presence of a strong Assyria spurred the political and 

military development of Babylonia in the eighth and seventh centuries. 

Despite the focus of much of the extant documentation, Babylonian— 

Assyrian contacts at this time were not entirely political or military. The 

venerable culture of Babylonia with its flourishing traditions of scholar¬ 

ship, belles lettres, and ancient religion exerted a strong attraction for 

Assyria. From the beginning of the second half of the eighth century, 

Babylonian astronomy experienced a significant revival, and astronomi¬ 

cal observations were again recorded with great care.’* There is also 

evidence for at least a passing interest in horticulture.” Babylonian 

scribes cultivated the tradition of Mesopotamian lexical scholarship,'” 

and the stylistic quality of longer royal inscriptions under Merodach- 

baladan and Shamash-shuma-ukin shows that scribal authors were 

striving with mixed success to emulate Uterary models."" Babylonian 

literary and scientific works occupied a prominent place in Assyrian 

libraries; and Ashurbanipal, when augmenting his own palace collection 

of cuneiform tablets, sent emissaries to search through Babylonian 

temple archives as well as collections in private houses.'” Individual 

Babylonians were brought to Assyria to be educated as scribes and 

courtiers, in the hope that they would one day prove loyal to Assyria.'” 

Even the landscape of the south held a fascination for the Assyrians: 

Sennacherib, when planning amenities for his renovated capital at 

Nineveh, laid out a park imitating the Chaldaean countryside with its 

distinctive trees, marshes, and wild life.'” It is difficult to estimate the 

cultural impact of Babylonia on Assyria in the sphere of religion; 

Assyrian kings proudly recorded their offerings to Babylonian tem¬ 

ples'” and celebrated a New Year’s Festival {akitu) in Assyria, but we do 

not know how much of this was due to Babylonian influence and how 

much may have been reshaping of native Assyrian customs. In the realm 

of law, there was a mingling of Babylonian and Assyrian traditions in a 

few legal documents dated early in the reign of Esarhaddon,'” but it is 

unclear whether this ever went beyond the adoption of a few superficial 

traits of style.'” In material culture, notably in the few surviving 

examples of contemporary Babylonian architecture, in glyptic, and in 

^ A 5 55, 227; A 532, 49 under 44.3.12; a 772, 20-1. Cf. a 551, 26 n, 114. 

^ A 532, 48 under 44.3.5. Cf. a 204, 60-2 (= a 35, i § 794). a 551, 26 n. 116. 

A 595; A 651 II, 6—8; A 676, no. 37. Cf. a 5 51, 49 n. 230. 

A 508; A 632 XXII no. 1 (a 88 IV, 212-14 no. 6). 

*03 A 270, 54 and A 705, 33-4. A 270, 97; cf. ibid.y pp. 115-16. 

*05 Note especially the lavish gifts of Sargon (a 226 i, 124—6). 

*06 Cf. A 551, 27 n. 122. *07 Cf. a 551, 27 n. 123. 
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ceramics, there were new aesthetic and stylistic developments, perhaps 

influenced by Assyrian advances,but this has yet to be satisfactorily 

studied. One would not expect that after 62 5 the architectural and artistic 

achievements of the dynasty of Nabopolassar and Nebuchadrezzar came 

to fruition without relation to their native predecessors. 

When viewed from a broader regional perspective, Babylonia was 

involved in a close network of relationships with nearby lands. Ties with 

Assyria were traditional, but now unavoidably heightened because of 

Assyria’s direct political involvement in the south. Relations with the 

Elamites and Arabs developed more spontaneously as a result of 

geographical proximity, commercial ties, mingling of populations, and 

shared political interests (usually anti-Assyrian). Fleeting Babylonian 

contact with the state of J udah in Palestine may have been motivated by 

common antipathy to Assyrian encroachments. 

Babylonian—Arab relations in the late eighth and seventh centuries are 

sparsely attested; but there is a general pattern of commercial and social 

interaction, light Arab settlement on the outskirts of Babylonia, and 

occasional Arab military assistance to Babylonia in its anti-Assyrian 

struggles.10^ In the time of Sennacherib, the queen of the Arabs sent her 

brother with troops to assist Merodach-baladan in the rebellion of 

703.1'° Half a century later, Arab chieftains and their men endured 

considerable hardship in Babylon with Shamash-shuma-ukin when the 

city was under Assyrian siege.”' There is also scattered and occasionally 

ambiguous evidence for penetration of Arabs or Arab influence into 

Babylonia: Arab toponyms in western Chaldaea in the late eighth 

century,''2 small population movements of Arab tribesmen between 

Eridu and Qedar territory on the desert,''^ the visit of a merchant from 

Tema to the king of Babylon,”'' an Arab raid on Sippar,”^ new small 

settlements just off the desert to the south of Ur,”^ and a growing 

number of Arab or Phoenician trade objects - as well as inscriptions in a 

script akin to early epigraphic South Arabic - found in first-millennium 

levels in excavations in southern Mesopotamia (principally at Nippur, 

Uruk, and Ur).”'' 

Babylonia’s most valued ally was Elam, its eastern neighbour, which 

also possessed a literate urban civilization. Babylonia and Elam had close 

trade relations, shared religious interests,”® and often pursued a 

‘0® A 1, 27 n. 124; cf. pp. 120-1. 

^09 General treatment of the early Arabs: a 19. Onomastic evidence in Mesopotamia: A 784. 

A 270, } I. >*> A 544, 68. 

A J83; discussion: a 551, 28 n. 128. a 829, no. 167. 

A 72, no. 1404. ”5 A 72, no. 88. 

A 785, 533; cf. A j 51, 28 n. 132. 

A J 22; A 5 34, 258 n, i; A 585, 109-10; A 651,45—4; cf. A 784. The exact date of the objects and 

inscriptions has yet to be determined. Discussion: a 5 51, 28 n. 134. 
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common anti-Assyrian policy. The eastern tribal regions of Babylonia 

abutted on the Elamite border; and the nearby large tribes of Gambulu 

and Bit-Yakin traditionally had close ties with the Elamite monarchs and 

people. During the period of most co-ordinated Chaldaean resistance 

to Assyria, first under Merodach-baladan and later under Mushezib- 

Marduk, Elamite troops became heavily involved in fighting in Babylo¬ 

nia. Chaldaean leaders in time of major crisis sent substantial gifts 

to secure Elamite support; and large Elamite armies took part in 

decisive field battles in or near northern Babylonia.Elamite generals 

played prominent roles at the battle of Kish in 703 and at Khalule in 

691.’22 Besides providing direct military aid to Babylonia, Elam on 

occasion harboured political fugitives from Assyrian wrath — notably 

Merodach-baladan (after 700) and Nabu-bel-shumati (after 648).’23 

Relations between Elam and Bit-Yakin were particularly strong and 

undoubtedly accounted for some of the staying power in the lengthy 

Chaldaean resistance movement in southern Mesopotamia.’2'’ 

But Babylonia’s eastern alliance could not always be relied on. Tbe 

Elamite monarchy, especially after 695, was subject to periods of 

instability because of the uncertain health of some kings and because of 

frequent revolutions.’25 There were also times of political fragmen¬ 

tation, when two or more kings ruled simultaneously in such centres as 

Susa, Madaktu, and Khaidalu.’26 After 670, Elam was beset by vagaries 

of climate: drought led to famine and caused people to flee the 

country.’22 On occasion, Elam drew diplomatically closer to Assyria, 

especially in the quarter century between 690 and 665; in the time of 

Esarhaddon a formal peace agreement was concluded between the two 

lands, and Assyria later provided sustenance and shelter for Elamites 

hard pressed by food shortages.’2® 

Generally, however, Elam backed Babylonia in its struggle against 

Assyria. Between 652 and 648, although three Elamite kings were 

deposed in quick succession, each new ruler soon adopted the country’s 

anti-Assyrian and pro-Babylonian stance.’29 This policy on occasion led 

to Elamite invasions of southern Mesopotamia when the Babylonian 

throne was occupied by an Assyrian monarch,’50 and such incursions 

occasionally resulted in the harsh treatment of Babylonian cities such as 

Discussion: A 5 51, 29 n. 135. *20 Discussion: a 551, 29 n. 136. 

'21 Note particularly the battles of Der (720), Cuthaand Kish (703), and Khalule (691). Cf. a 751, 

45-8. 

'22 A 270, 45 and 51. The evidence for 691 is unclear. '23 Discussion: a 5 51, 29 n. 139. 

124 Discussion: a 5 51, 29 n. 140. '25 a 25, 77—81; a 344, 32—4, etc. 

'26 A 8, chapters 9 and 11 (the discussion there requires revision). 

'22 A 337, 56-8; cf. A 72, no. 295. 

128 A 234, 58-9; A 337, 56—8; A 688, 102. Cf. A 703, 34 n. 66. 

'29 A 344, 32-62. '30 Examples: a 551, 300. 146. 
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Sippar.'^^ But, in general, Elamite—Babylonian relations were cordial 

and not just between the tribal populations and the Elamites; there were 

also direct contacts between the older, urban inhabitants - especially the 

family of Gakhal — and Elamd^^ Elam was intimately involved in the 

political fate of Babylonia, especially in the three-quarters of a century 

between 720 and 646;'^^ and Elamite support or lack thereof was often 

decisive in determining the political strength of such anti-Assyrian 

movements as the Chaldaean resistance (721-689) and the Great Rebel¬ 

lion (652—648). Had Elam itself enjoyed greater political stability, the 

hegemony of the Assyrian empire might not have been so long-lived.’^ 

The Babylonian economy too should be placed in regional perspec¬ 

tive, although documentary evidence is sparse and much essential 

research in this area remains to be done. It would be anachronistic to 

regard Babylonia throughout the late eighth and seventh centuries as 

merely a desiccated shadow of its former self, possessing a high culture 

of venerable antiquity, but seriously underpopulated, politically weak, 

and generally poverty-stricken. In the seventh century, as the Babylo¬ 

nian monarchy gradually stabilized and longer reigns provided greater 

continuity in governance, there are signs of increasing economic 

prosperity: a significant rise in the number of economic records, 

growing concern with land-tenure and the maintenance of irrigation 

networks, developing technology and trade, and more ambitious con¬ 

struction programmes (both monumental and residential).’^5 Babylo¬ 

nian temples remained important economic institutions; and projects 

requiring major capital expenditures, such as securing the intervention 

of Elamite armies, were on occasion financed from temple treasuries.’^® 

The Babylonian economy continued to rest on the twin pillars of 

agriculture and animal husbandry, which provided the internal basis for 

extensive trade relations. Although the present state of research does not 

permit a detailed analysis of the Babylonian economy, we can at this 

juncture offer a few preliminary observations. 

Babylonian agriculture in this period concentrated primarily on 

producing barley and dates, which were grown extensively even in tribal 

areas. Most surviving real-estate transactions involving rural land 

concerned date-palm orchards, often located in places described as 

‘swamps’ near large cities. Wine was produced locally in hilly regions 

east of the Tigris such as Khirimmu, but was not a significant 

*31 A 25, 78 and 83. See a 5 51, 78-9 n. 380. *32 Discussion: a 551, 30 n. 148. 

*33 Discussion: a 551, 31 n. 149. For a general appraisal of Babylonian—Elamite relations at this 

time, see a 552A. 

*3^ Discussion: a J51, 31 n. 150. 

*35 An even more significant indication of prosperity may be the wealth of ordinary people, 

reflected in the richness of contemporary grave gifts at Nippur (a 664, 147). 

*36 A 234, 13 Episode 4; a 270, 42. 
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commercial item. Atypically, Babylonia in the early first millennium 

appears as a producer of timber; the southern and eastern sections of the 

country (especially Chaldaea and Khararatu) grew musukkannu trees, 

which were prized for palace and temple construction. There are many 

and varied references to agricultural land in legal contracts; and the 

introduction of revised toponymic terminology indicates shifting pat¬ 

terns at the lower levels of rural society. There was a new unit of local 

agricultural administration called the ‘Fifty’ {hanlu) presided over by the 

‘Commander of the Fifty’ {rab hanie)}^'^ Local canals and irrigation works 

were often named the harm (or harri) of So-and-so (for example, the canal 

‘Harri-of-Merodach-baladan’), and various Commanders of Fifties were 

allocated responsibility for the maintenance of segments of local irriga¬ 

tion systems. These new developments and their ramifications have yet 

to be studied in detail. 

Animal husbandry, practised by both the older settled population and 

the tribesmen, raised a variety of beasts: sheep, goats, bovines, donkeys, 

mules, and even horses and camels. Transport animals were much in 

demand for the movement of goods and for mihtary service; sheep’s 

wool and goat-hair were used in the manufacture of textiles, a traditional 

Babylonian high-quality export. 

Agriculture and livestock-raising thus created a local resource base to 

support trade. Babylonia, as observed earlier, was the crossroads of 

many trade routes reaching west to the Mediterranean and to the 

Arabian desert, north into Assyria, north east into the Zagros moun¬ 

tains, east into Elam, and south east by the Persian Gulf. Within this 

broad network, Babylonia not only exported its own products and 

imported necessities as well as luxury goods for its own consumption, 

but also served as an entrepot for transshipment of goods from and to 

many foreign lands. Along these radiating routes moved substantial 

amounts of cargo, some of it requisitioned by way of booty and tribute 

(an economic dimension of the Neo-Assyrian empire). In the late eighth 

and seventh centuries, Babylonia’s most important export was people, 

removed in large numbers from tribal areas as well as from cities, 

especially over the six decades from 745 to 685.Although these 

deportations are described in the Assyrian royal inscriptions primarily as 

political or military manoeuvres,’"*® they nonetheless had an economic 

side. Subject peoples, including Chaldaeans and Aramaeans, were 

pressed into working on Sennacherib’s massive urban renewal project 

for Nineveh and its environs;’"*’ and Babylonian Aramaeans were set to 

137 Botanical identification not yet established. 

1^ Discussed in more detail in a 706; a 551, 32—3 and nn. 157-61. 

1^ A 545, 227 and 134—5; further discussion: a 531, 34 n. 166. 

1^ See p. 12 above. a 270, 95. 
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agricultural tasks in western Mesopotamia near Harran and in Syriad'*^ 

The second most important export from Babylonia was animals, known 

mostly through Assyrian booty lists; these included transport and draught 

animals (oxen, donkeys, mules, horses, and camels), produce animals 

(cows, sheep, and goats), and to a much lesser extent exotic beasts such as 

wild board‘*3 Grain, dates, and wine were also taken from Babylonia as 

spoil; and Chaldaeans and Aramaeans were reckoned among the princi¬ 

pal suppliers of wood for the decoration of the palace of Tiglath-pileser 

Durand has recently made a case for interpreting certain enigmatic 

Babylonian tags found in Assyria as ‘wool dockets’, that is, labels 

attached to packets of wool at the time of shearing and then taken with 

other captured goods to Assyria after the fall of Dur-Yakin.’'*^ Textiles, 

especially garments with multicoloured trim, were also obtained from 

the south.'"*® Reeds were cut down in the Chaldaean marshes and 

brought to Assyria for use in construction.*"*’ Other items imported into 

Babylonia were captured by the Assyrians, including silver, gold, 

precious stones, and luxury woods such as ebony;'"*^ the magnificence of 

such spoil conveys an impression of significant wealth among the ruling 

classes in Babylonia, particularly among the tribal chieftains. As yet most 

movement of goods to and from Babylonia in this period must be 

reconstructed largely from forced transactions documented in the 

Assyrian booty and tribute lists;’^^ we have no systematic information 

about the scale and scope of such exactions, much less of their impact on 

the Babylonian economy. It is possible that the geographical spread of 

the Assyrian empire expanded the market for Babylonian trade or at least 

facilitated the movement of Babylonian goods.*®" 

By the seventh century, the technology of the Iron Age was making 

inroads in Babylonia.*®* In addition to iron tools found at Nippur,*®^ 

there is an increasing number of references in account texts to iron 

objects: nails, daggers, razors, bedsteads, and pot-stands. There is also 

the first specific mention in a Babylonian document of an ironsmith 

(LU.SIMUG AN.BAR), which seems to be a new occupation in the 

land. At least some of the iron used in Babylonia was imported from 

Cilicia {mat Hume).^^^ 

Another topic about which we should like to be better informed for 

this period is the Babylonian military. The conquering armies of 

Examples: a J51, 34 n. 169. Discussion: a 551, 34 n. 170. 

E.g., A 185,46; A 270, 26,55, and 57; a 204 1, 74( = a 55 i,§ 804). Cf. a 93 ii (1901), no. 1013 

rev. 12—14. 

A 578, 258-9. A 204 I, 62 ( = A 35 i,§ 794). 

A 270, 95. ‘^8 A (Jq. ^ 204 I, 62 ( = A 35 l, § 794); A 270, 56-7; A 337, 70. 

Cf. A 551, 35 n. 176. *50 Cf. A 551, 55 n. 177. 

*51 Cf. A 5 5 I, 36 n. 178- *52 A 601, 43. 

>53 A 551, 36 nn. 180-3. 
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Nabopolassar, which in the two decades after 625 b.c. put an end to the 

Assyrian empire and then pushed west to win Carchemish and Syria, 

were not without their Babylonian forerunners, despite the relative 

silence of the texts. Nor should the heavy reliance of the Chaldaeans on 

Elamite generals, officers, and soldiery (especially archers) obscure the 

fact that the Chaldaeans, Aramaeans, and older Babylonians had troops 

of their own and occasionally fought battles without substantial foreign 

aid. At Dur-Atkhara in 710, Merodach-baladan’s forces are said to have 

included 600 cavalrymen {pethallu) and 4,000 garrison soldiers [sabe 

/«/«*).In the following year, at the Assyrian siege of Dur-Yakin, 

Merodach-baladan’s capital in the south, Chaldaean forces included a 

central contingent under the king (kisir sarruti) and horses trained for 

chariot use.’^s Ashurbanipal claimed that he had given Shamash-shuma- 

ukin infantry, cavalry, and chariotry,'^* the three major components of 

contemporary armed forces. Babylonian armies by themselves proved 

capable of capturing major cities such as Nippur (693) and Cutha 

(651).^^^ Southern Mesopotamians were apparently not devoid of 

military skills, since the Assyrian army in the time of Ashurhanipal 

included troops recruited from among Babylonians, Chaldaeans, and 

Aramaeans;'^® but we have as yet discovered practically no documen¬ 

tation concerning the Babylonian army itself. Although the army in the 

eighth and seventh centuries was generally not a match for the Assyrian 

forces and their more advanced techniques, it was able to face the 

Assyrians in the field and on several occasions to check Assyrian 

moves. 

These then are some of the factors in the transformation of Babylonia 

between 747 and 626 b.c. To what at the beginning of this period had 

been a sparsely populated, impoverished, and unstable land with rival 

tribal and traditional groups, Assyrian military intervention and gover¬ 

nance meant oppression and limited economic exploitation. But the 

Assyrian presence aroused local resistance, helped to heal political 

fragmentation, and led Babylonia to develop regional alliances with 

Elam and the Arabs. A series of political leaders, mostly Chaldaean but 

culminating in the disaffected Assyrian prince Shamash-shuma-ukin, 

organized a series of national and international coalitions to oppose 

Assyrian encroachment. Although Babylonian forces inevitably suc¬ 

cumbed in each protracted encounter, their perennial struggles revealed 

Assyrian vulnerability'®® at the height of the Late Assyrian empire. The 

Babylonian metamorphosis under Assyrian stress was not simply politi- 

A 185, 44. A 185, 60; cf. A 185, 72 and A 226 I, 118. 

Literally ‘men, horses, chariots’ (a 544, 28). 

*57 A 25, 78 and 129. *58 A 105; cf. a ioo, 38 ND 2619. 

*59 A 5 51, 37 n. 189. *50 And the inadequacy of imperial bureaucratic methods. 
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cal and military; its social and economic dimensions were also impres¬ 

sive. With the eventual stabilization of the Babylonian monarchy under 

Assyrian domination, the Babylonian economy showed signs of increas- 

ing growth, even after diversion of goods and services for Assyrian use. 

Babylonian cities prospered financially and, under royal or gubernatorial 

patronage, also architecturally. The older Babylonian settled population 

increased in size and, in order to survive in a world dominated by 

Assyrians and tribesmen, developed broader kinship-based groups with 

a more effective voice than the isolated family unit. The great famiUes of 

the urban north west - the Gakhal, the Egibi, the Arka(t)-ilani-damqa — 

rose to prominence. Babylonia’s pluralist population with its long¬ 

standing capacity to absorb heterogeneous newcomers, at length, found 

its language and, to a lesser extent, its culture giving way under growing 

Aramaean influence. 

In these decades, the shadow of the Assyrian empire meant com¬ 

promised independence and a muted political career for Babylonia; but it 

also meant relative stability, prosperity, and protection from outside 

foes. In the words of Sargon, subject peoples were advised to enjoy the 

protective benefits of thepax assjriaca: ‘Eat your bread [and] drink your 

water [under] the shadow of the king my lord, [and] be glad.’’^’ Under 

these conditions, political and social institutions underwent substantial 

transformation, and Babylonia expanded its international horizons. 

Although thwarted in its attempts to assert its freedom, Babylonia in the 

course of its struggle created new mechanisms that would — in the two 

decades after 625 b.c. - not only dispel the Assyrian shadow but 

eradicate the empire that cast it. 

II. INITIAL ASSYRIAN INVOLVEMENT IN BABYLONIA, 

747—722 B.C.’^2 

Around 750 b.c., the major states of Mesopotamia were beset by 

debilitating political lassitude. Effective power in both Assyria and 

Babylonia was segmented among weak monarchs, quasi-independent 

governors, and aggressive tribal groups. The population of Assyria had 

suffered from two severe outbreaks of plague in the preceding fifteen 

years.East of the Tigris, the borderland between the two countries, 

most of which had been taken over by Assyria in campaigns in the late 

ninth century,*^ had gradually fallen away from Assyrian control and 

had resisted Assyrian attempts to retake it.'®^ Chaldaean and Aramaean 

A 82, 182-4; A 198, 22-5; cf. CAH 421. 

'^2 Detailed documentation for Section II may be found in a 535, 226-45. 

A 763, 430 and 432. Cf. a 719. 

Discussion: a 551, 39 n. 194. 
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tribesmen in northern and eastern Babylonia and in the adjacent 

borderland were posing serious problems for the major states. 

Against this general background, Nabonassar came to the throne in 

Babylonia in 748 or 747,’^^ and Tiglath-pileser III acceded in Assyria in 

745.'^’ Although later ages were to view Nabonassar’s accession as a 

turning point in Babylonian history,'^® it is difficult to discern qualities in 

Nabonassar or his reign that were epoch-making. Babylonia continued 

to suffer from weak central government; a local revolt in Borsippa had to 

be forcibly repressed, and officials in Uruk were obliged to usurp the 

usually royal prerogative of temple-building and reconstruct an Akitu 

shrine that had fallen into disrepair. Although Babylonia was begin¬ 

ning to stabilize economically during this reign (if one can judge from 

the relative number of economic texts surviving),’™ such stabilization 

seems to have taken place because Tiglath-pileser was propping up the 

Babylonian throne against domination by the Chaldaeans. 

The forceful character of Tiglath-pileser III overshadows all of 

Mesopotamia at this time. Most likely of non-royal parentage, he had 

come to the Assyrian throne after a revolt in Calah, the political capital. 

He quickly brought order to Assyria; and, in three vigorous campaigns 

in the opening years of his reign (745—743), he moved against bother¬ 

some trouble spots of the preceding decades — his south-eastern 

borderlands (extending into tribal areas of Babylonia), Namri, and 

Urartu — and asserted Assyrian dominance on these fronts. His first 

campaign (745) concentrated on northern and eastern Babylonia.’^’ In 

the north he reached the cities of Dur-Kurigalzu and Sippar and perhaps 

went as far as the vicinity of Nippur,’™ but his armies did not touch the 

metropolitan regions near Babylon. In the east he defeated several 

Aramaean tribes, including the Adile, Dunanu, Hamranu, and Rabilu, 

and resettled captives in a newly constructed city named Kar-Ashur.’™ 
In effect, he secured his southern flank and neutralized troublesome 

Aramaean tribes in Nabonassar’s realm.’™ 
Tiglath-pileser after 745 turned his attention elsewhere and left the 

Babylonians to shift for themselves. Nabonassar, though not a strong 

ruler, managed to hold the throne for fourteen years and, at his death in 

734, to pass his kingdom on to his son Nabu-nadin-zeri. In the latter’s 

second regnal year (732), a Babylonian provincial official deposed him 

Discussion: A 551, 39-400. 195. 

A 5 31, 40 n. 196. 

For the use of a ‘Nabonassar Era’ by the ‘Ptolemaic Canon’, see a 55 i, 40 n. 197. 

Borsippa: a 25, 71; cf. CAH 311-12. Uruk: a 536. 

Discussion: a 5 51, 40 n. 199. 

Discussion of source problems for events of 745: a 551,41 n. 200. 

1^2 A 204 II, pi. xi; cf. ibid., pis. xxxn-xxxiii. 

‘^3 A 25, 71; A 204 II, pi. XI. Cf. A 759, 203 n. 21. Discussion: A 551, 42 n. 203. 
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and took the throne as Nabu-shuma-ukin II. The new king ruled for just 

over a month before being displaced by a Chaldaean, Mukin-zeri (731- 
729), chief of the tribe of Bit-Amukani.''^^ 

In 732, the year of the Babylonian revolts, Tiglath-pileser was off 

campaigning in Syria. He reacted quickly to the presence of a Chaldaean 

on the Babylonian throne, returned to Assyria, and over the next three 

years concentrated his military and diplomatic skill on removing Mukin- 

zeri. He dispatched an envoy to Babylon in an attempt to convince its 

citizens to reject the Chaldaean and to support the Assyrian side. He had 

retained the loyalties of some Aramaean tribes and of a few Babylonian 

cities such as Dilbat and Nippur. The Chaldaeans, on the other hand, 

failed to maintain a united front and engaged in petty intrigues. In a 

show of force, Tiglath-pileser went south, campaigned against Bit- 

Amukani and Bit-Sha^alh, and effectively confined Mukin-zeri to his 

local capital, Shapiya; this induced other Chaldaean chieftains to submit 

and pay substantial tribute. The description of this payment, in contrast 

to most prosaic booty lists recorded by Tiglath-pileser’s scribes, shows 

the wealth of the Chaldaean leaders and particularly of Merodach- 

baladan of Bit-Yakin, who is given prominence by the title ‘King of the 

Sealand’ in the Assyrian account. Merodach-baladan, though now 

portrayed as submissive, was to prove the main antagonist of the 

Assyrians in Babylonia in the decades after 722 b.c. 
After the containment of Mukin-zeri and the neutralization of the 

tribesmen,'’^ Tiglath-pileser himself ascended the Babylonian throne.'^’ 

This personal assumption of the dual Assyro-Babylonian monarchy was 

to set a precedent for his successors over the next century. The 

arrangement had the advantage of preserving a nominal independence 

for Babylonia rather than simply relegating it to vassal status. Tiglath- 

pileser personally participated in the pre-eminent rite of the Babylonian 

monarchy and escorted the statue of the god Marduk in the New Year’s 

procession at Babylon. He also weakened potential local opposition by 

deporting numerous Chaldaeans from the conquered areas. 

After Tiglath-pileser’s death in 727, his son Shalmaneser V succeeded 

to the dual monarchy and reigned for five years.'™ His reign is poorly 

documented, and the only known major activity relating to Babylonia is 

his deportation of Chaldaeans from Bit-Adini (probably a section of 
Bit-Dakkuri).'™ 

These twenty-five years, 747—722, witnessed the initial involvement 

of the nascent Late Assyrian empire in securing its southern flank in and 

A longer form of his name may be Nabu>mukin-zcri (a 535, 235 n. 1492). 

Cf. A 5 51, 43 n. 208- Cf. A 551. 43 n. 209. 

Cf. A 5 51, 43 n. 210. Cf. A 551, 43 n. 21 r. 
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around Babylonia. At first Tiglath-pileser invaded only to pacify 

Aramaean and Chaldaean tribesmen; and, though claiming nominal 

suzerainty, he left the Babylonian king undisturbed. Later, when 

confronted by the prospect of a Chaldaean on the Babylonian throne, he 

campaigned more extensively and eventually assumed personal control 

of the Babylonian monarchy. The Assyrians also attempted to avert 

future troubles in the south by deporting or resettling substantial 

numbers of tribesmen. 

III. THE CHALDAEAN STRUGGLE FOR INDEPENDENCE, 

721—689 B.C. 

The Assyrian hold on Babylonia proved to be ephemeral, ceasing after 

the death of Shalmaneser V in 722 when the Assyrians became preoccu¬ 

pied with a power struggle in their own land. Although the sequence of 

events at this juncture must be reconstructed from scattered and often 

ambiguous clues, it appears that Shalmaneser lost his throne as the result 

of a revolution and the emergent monarch proved to be a usurper from 

outside the direct line of succession who took the wishful but assertive 

throne name Sargon (Assyrian Sarru-kertu, ‘legitimate king’).’®® While 

Sargon was consolidating his power in Assyria, Merodach-baladan, the 

Chaldaean who had paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser in 729, took the 

opportunity to make himself king of Babylonia. Thus began a period of 

three decades in which Chaldaeans and Assyrians were to struggle for 

control over the Babylonian throne. 

To place in perspective the history of Babylonia during these years, it 

is important to consider the political situation in south-west Asia as a 

whole. Under Sargon and Sennacherib, the military apparatus of the 

Late Assyrian empire overshadowed the whole of the Fertile Crescent 

from Palestine in the south west to Babylonia in the south east. The 

Assyrians controlled or actively meddled in the government of each 

significant polity in this zone. In greater Syria, they put an end to the last 

of the Neo-Hittite states east of the Taurus (Kummukhu). In Palestine, 

they deported the inhabitants of Samaria and later reduced Judah and its 

neighbour kingdoms to the status of tribute-paying vassals. Assyrian 

armed forces campaigned in the mountains and plains on the outer rim of 

the Crescent: Anatolia, Urartu, the Zagros highlands, and Elam. In 

pointed contrast to the general pattern of military successes throughout 

the core of this area were the perennial troubles at the south-east end of 

This is a traditional meaning of the name, but variant writings in Sargon’s royal inscriptions 

reflect more than one scribal tradition and interpretation of the name’s meaning. 
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the Crescent, where a recalcitrant Babylonia resisted Assyrian encroach¬ 

ment with frequent assistance from its neighbour Elamd®' 

The three decades from 721 to 689 marked a turning point for both 

Babylonia and Assyria. Although the Late Assyrian empire was still 

expanding through the unrivalled power of its armies, Babylonia was 

quick to take advantage of perceived imperial weaknesses: excessive 

dependence on the person of the monarch and inadequate local deploy¬ 

ment of troops to enforce the allegiance of subject populations. The 

removal of Shalmaneser V by revolution (722) and the death of Sargon II 

in battle (705) showed the Assyrian imperial structure as vulnerable at 

the apex, despite its vast territories. In addition, after Assyria had 

installed vassal kings in Babylonia,’*^ it did not provide sufficient local 

forces to give these rulers firm control of their territory and their throne. 

The Chaldaeans in particular took advantage of opportunities unwit¬ 

tingly provided by Assyria, and on several occasions their tribal leaders 

took over the Babylonian monarchy. The older, non-tribal population of 

Babylonia actively joined the anti-Assyrian opposition, particularly after 

the accession of Sennacherib; they twice revolted (705,694) and put their 

own nominees on the throne. But overall the Chaldaeans orchestrated 

the struggle against Assyria; their tribes united behind a single leader and 

gradually built up a wider base of support consisting of most Aramaeans, 

the majority of Babylonian urbanites, and Elamite and Arab allies. As 

time went on and local resistance grew stronger, Assyria found itself 

channelling more and more of its military resources against its southern 

neighbour. As will be seen below, this crystallization of opposition in 

Assyria and Babylonia took place over thirty years with widespread 

consequences for both countries. 

Merodach-baladan, the new Chaldaean king of Babylonia in 721, was a 

worthy opponent for the Late Assyrian empire (Pis. Vol., pi. 32).*®^ As 

chief of Bit-Yakin, the most prestigious and wealthy of the Chaldaean 

tribes, he controlled extensive territories along the south-east course of 

the lower Euphrates — terrain of strategic importance as well as the 

source of significant revenue from trade routes. In addition he demon¬ 

strated considerable personal skill as a political leader and diplomat. He 

managed to weld together the usually discordant Aramaean and Chal¬ 

daean tribes into a united anti-Assyrian front and to retain their loyalty 

despite military reverses. He gradually reached outside Babylonia to 

both east and west to combine or co-ordinate efforts with strong anti- 

>81 Anatolia and especially Tabal were also troublesome areas, but on the north-west fringes of 

the empire - thus geographically more remote and generally of less concern than Babylonia. See 

CAH iiiz.t, 416-22. 

>82 Bel-ibni (702—700) and Ashur-nadin-shumi (699-694). 

‘83 Sources for the reign of Merodach-baladan H: a 552; a 649; a 533, 8-13. 
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Assyrian movements in Elam, northern Arabia, and Judah. Many of the 

older Babylonians in urban centres eventually found him acceptable as 

monarch, and their attachment may have been influenced by his lineage; 

his ascendant Eriba-Marduk had occupied the Babylonian throne with 

distinction some decades earlier and had earned a reputation for fair 

dealing with his non-tribal subjects.'®^ 

There are, however, major source problems in reconstructing Mero- 

dach-baladan’s political career. Most pertinent texts are Assyrian; and, in 

addition to the customary propagandistic distortion of their narratives, 

they express an unwonted degree of personal vituperation against 

Merodach-baladan, perhaps because he for so long managed to frustrate 

Assyrian punitive expeditions. Sargon’s scribes in particular took great 

pains to portray Merodach-baladan as an outsider: a Chaldaean who 

occupied the Babylonian throne against the will of the gods, an 

illegitimate monarch rejected by the religious elite of his capital, and an 

oppressor who maltreated the non-tribal population by taking hostages 

from the major cities of the north and by removing divine statues from 

the cult centres of the south. in part, of course, Merodach-baladan was 

set up in these inscriptions as an elaborate literary foil for Sargon himself, 

who was praised as fulfilling the divine will and championing the 

political and religious rights of venerable Babylonian temples and cities. 

By contrast, the few contemporary Babylonian royal sources paint a 

different picture; Merodach-baladan, as eldest son of the earlier great 

monarch Eriba-Marduk, dutifully revered the shrines built by his remote 

royal predecessors;*®* he expelled the ‘wicked enemy, the Subarian’ (the 

Assyrians) from Babylonia; he preserved and extended the ancient 

privileges of the major cult cities of Babylonia.’®^ These self-serving 

claims and counter-claims of partisan royal inscriptions, both Babylo¬ 

nian and Assyrian, have to be viewed critically; and due weight must be 

placed on independent evidence of a more prosaic type — particularly 

legal and administrative documents - which indicates that Babylonia and 

its economy prospered under Merodach-baladan.’®® Keeping in mind 

these parameters, we may attempt a diachronic perspective of Merodach- 

baladan’s career. 

After Shalmaneser’s death in 722, Babylonia and Assyria drifted apart 

under the separate governments of their new rulers. Assyria was 

preoccupied by internal troubles in 721,’®® and the first contact between 

the two countries came only in the following year when the Assyrian 

garrison at Der was attacked as the result of a joint Babylonian-Elamite 

initiative. The ancient town of Der, near modern Badrah in eastern Iraq, 

Discussion: a 5 51, 47 n. 216. E.g., a 18 5, 40-64; cf. a 532, 13. 

Shulgi and Anam (a 595, 155). A 595, 133-4; a 676, no. 37. 

A 532, 15—18; A 553,8-13. A 209, 37-8 and 94. 
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was in former Babylonian territory that had been annexed by Assyria; it 

lay at the northern end of the principal access road to Elam. The city was 

to have been assaulted by the combined forces of Babylonia and Elam; 

and its capture would have meant for Babylonia the regaining of an old 

possession and for Elam enhanced protection from Assyrian aggression. 

The Babylonian contingent of Merodach-baladan was delayed, so the 

Elamites, under their king Khumban-nikash I (Ummanigash), invaded 

the area by themselves and fought the Assyrians on a plain outside the 

city. The immediate result of the battle was a stalemate; the Elamites 

bested the Assyrian army in the field and gained some territory south of 

Der,*^o but the Assyrians retained the city itself. The aftermath, how¬ 

ever, was significant: the Assyrians directed their military attentions 

elsewhere, and the Babylonians and Elamites were left in peace for a full 

ten years.'®* 

This decade free from Assyrian interference allowed Babylonia to 

prosper, even with a Chaldaean on the throne.Merodach-baladan, 

despite his tribal background, seems to have conscientiously performed 

the duties of a Babylonian monarch. He repaired and endowed temples 

for the traditional gods of Mesopotamia;he acknowledged the tax- 

exemption privileges of the citizens of the old sacred cities such as 

Babylon, Borsippa, and Sippar. He kept provincial administration 

functioning and saw to the maintenance of canals, irrigation systems, 

and bridges; one of the major waterways near Uruk came to bear his 

name.'®'* The legal and administrative documents surviving from his 

time show a significant rise in the number of economic transactions, 

reaching the highest level in five centuries.There is also evidence for 

cultural and scientific activity. Merodach-baladan’s scribes wrote pass¬ 

able Sumerian as well as Akkadian, and some of his royal inscriptions 

have decided literary overtones.Later traditions mention a garden 

{gannatti) of Merodach-baladan filled with exotic plants, and formal 

records being kept of astronomical observations during his reign. The 

impression gained from contemporary and later documentation is hardly 

that of a tribal interloper alternately terrorizing or neglecting the urban 

populations, as Sargon’s inscriptions would have us believe. 

In the year 71 o the picture changed abruptly. Sargon, who for a decade 

had been campaigning extensively in the western and northern portions 

of the Fertile Crescent, turned his attention to the south east.'®® His 

decision was to prove fateful for both Assyria and Babylonia and to have 

A 250, 90; A 270, 59; cf. A 551, 48 n. 225. 

A 552, 13; A 533, 161-2; A 606, 340—2. 

A 532, 15-18, 37, 48-9. Discussion: A 5 51, 49 n. 226. 

Bridge text: a 771, 64 no. 75; cf. A 567. Uruk waterway: a 552, 17 and n. 89; cf. a 654, 14. 

Statistics: a 551, 49 n. 229. a 551, 49 n. 230. 

Discussion: a 551, 50 n. 231. 
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effects that lasted well beyond the term of his own reign. Babylonia 

became engaged in a determined struggle to preserve its independence, a 

struggle which in its early phases was dominated almost exclusively by 

Chaldaean leaders and which relied heavily on Elamite support. Assyria 

found itself gradually absorbed in a series of often protracted campaigns 

which consumed a disproportionate amount of its military and economic 

energy; between 710 and 678, from the twelfth year of Sargon until well 

into the reign of his grandson Esarhaddon, most major Assyrian 

campaigns were directed at Babylonia or its immediate neighbours.’^8 it 

is significant that the Assyrian empire almost at its apogee proved unable 

to cope decisively with militarily inferior forces who were relatively 

nearby. One of the reasons for Chaldaean and Elamite successes — 

however ephemeral — was that these peoples were capable of exercising a 

resilient, environmentally based defence, since they were able to with¬ 

draw into swamps and rugged highlands in which regular Assyrian 

forces could not be deployed to advantage. 

In 710 Sargon forestalled the Babylonian—Elamite coalition that had 

engineered the Assyrian defeat ten years earlier.In an astute tactical 

move, he sent his principal fighting forces along the eastern frontier of 

Babylonia to drive a wedge between the erstwhile allies. He himself set 

up headquarters at Kish in northern Babylonia and received the 

submission of cities such as Nippur.200 Merodach-baladan did not 

attempt to defend the Babylonian urban centres, but instead made his 

stand at fortified sites on the tribal periphery, first (in 710) in the east at 

Dur-Atkhara among the Gambulu (the principal Aramaean group in the 

region) and then (in 709) in the south at Dur-Yakin, his own native 

capital among the Chaldaeans. On each occasion he relied on limited 

contingents of his own troops, allied forces (mainly Aramaean), and a 

defensive strategy that included extensive flooding of the surrounding 
terrain.201 

The Assyrian campaigns were successful in that they effectively 

deprived Merodach-baladan of his tribal base and deterred the untried 

Elamite monarch, Shutur-nahhunte, from offering assistance to the 

Chaldaeans.202 The capture of Dur-Atkhara and the ensuing mop-up 

operations neutralized most of the major Aramaean tribes in eastern 

Babylonia by the end of 710. Before the next campaign commenced early 

in the following year, several major developments had taken place. 

Sargon brought most of his troops into Bit-Dakkuri, just south of 

Babylon. Merodach-baladan fled the capital by night, and Babylon and 

Borsippa then submitted to Sargon,^^^ who formally ascended the 

Examples: A 5 51, 50 n. 252. Discussion: a 5 51, 50 n. 253. 

200 A 5 51, 51 n. 234. 201 tjie relief in a 134, 60 fig. 72. 

202 Discussion: a 551, 51 n. 236. ^3 ^ 185, 54-6. 
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Babylonian throne. Merodach-baladan requested asylum in Elam from 
Shutur-nahhunte, who forbade him to enter the country.Shutur- 
nahhunte withdrew to the highlands and tried to escape being drawn 
into the conflict. Without Elamite support, Merodach-baladan was 
constrained to make a stand in 709 at his tribal capital of Dur-Yakin, 
where he was soon defeated in the countryside and eventually forced to 
yield the town itself. 

After Sargon had won Babylonia, he took decisive steps to consoli¬ 
date his conquest. He centralized the myriad small centres of provincial 
and tribal government by placing them under the jurisdiction of two 
principal governors, one stationed in the eastern region of Gambulu and 
the other in the west at Babylon. In the tribal areas, according to his 
official accounts, Sargon resorted to wholesale relocation of popula¬ 
tions: more than 108,000 Aramaeans and Chaldaeans were deported into 
various sections of western Asia.^o® In return, Sargon later brought 
many people from Commagene (Kummukhu) to be settled in southern 
Babylonia. He also transformed the towns that had been centres of tribal 
resistance. The Aramaean stronghold of Dur-Atkhara he turned into an 
Assyrian fortification and renamed Dur-Nabu. Dur-Yakin, Merodach- 
baladan’s local capital, he despoiled and then destroyed in 707.207 Sargon 
remained in Babylonia almost continuously from 710 to 707 and 
supervised these operations from close at hand.208 

Sargon’s inscriptions give an official, if idealized, account of his 
relations with the non-tribal population of Babylonia. Even before the 
conclusion of his campaigns against Merodach-baladan, leading citizens 
of Babylon and Borsippa, including high temple officials and scribes, had 
come to Sargon’s camp, offered him remnants from cultic meals (a 
perquisite of Babylonian royalty), and invited him to enter the capital. 
Sargon accepted the invitation and assumed the responsibilities of the 
Babylonian monarchy. He participated as king in the New Year’s rites at 
Babylon, presented lavish gifts to Babylonian temples,207 and added 
Babylonian royal titles to his official titulary. He remedied specific 
problems caused by Merodach-baladan’s abuse or neglect: he released 
urban hostages, restored purloined statues of deities, and extended tax- 
exemption privileges to major southern cities (notably Ur, Uruk, Eridu, 
Larsa, Kissik, and Nemed-Laguda).2'0 He turned his attention to the 
neglected countryside of north-west Babylonia, which one of his more 
colourful inscriptions depicts as having lapsed from cultivation, with 

^ A 185, 54; revised translation in a 533, 163. 

“5 Sargon’s final campaigns against the Chaldaeans: a 766. For the location of Dur-Yakin, see the 
sources cited in A 3 31,; 2 n. 240. 

^ A 3 31, 3 2 n. 242. 207 ^(56 

2* Foreign tribute was delivered to him in Babylon during this time (a i 8 3, 70). 

2<” Cf. A 331, 33 n. 246. 210^183,64. 
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settlements in ruin and roads impassable, overgrown with dense 

underbrush, and infested with wild beasts — an abandoned area inhabited 

only by Aramaeans and Sutians, tent dwellers, who preyed on travel¬ 

lers.Sargon cut down trees, burned underbrush, slew both wild beasts 

and Aramaeans, and resettled the region with captives from other lands. 

He put a stop to Aramaean raids on caravans in the vicinity of Sippar.2'2 

He reopened the old Babylon—Borsippa canal and sponsored extensive 

construction in the Eanna precinct at Uruk (though in the latter case he 

may in part have been taking credit for work done by Merodach- 

baladan).2'3 Thus Sargon’s texts claimed that he had significantly 

improved the lot of the non-tribal Babylonians, and the five years of his 

reign in lower Mesopotamia (709—705) seem to have been free from 

major disorders.21^ 

Babylonian relations with Assyria underwent a substantial readjust¬ 

ment after 705 b.c., when Sargon lost his life on campaign.2*5 In the late 

eighth and seventh centuries, much of Assyrian policy toward Babylonia 

seems to have been determined personally by the Assyrian monarch, and 

a new king often meant a radical change in direction. Sennacherib in 

particular seems to have been anxious to distance himself from his father. 

His attitude was probably conditioned by the inauspicious death of the 

otherwise successful Sargon; a text of Sennacherib inquires what crime 

his father had committed to merit such an end.2'*’ Sennacherib took care 

to chart new courses: he shifted the seat of government from the recently 

inaugurated capital of Dur-Sharrukin (which his father had built) south 

to the old city of Nineveh;2>2 contrary to the long-standing Assyrian 

royal custom of genealogical citation, he did not mention his father’s 

name in his inscriptions; and he did not authorize the incorporation of 

Babylonian royal titles into his titulary.2'8 Xo judge from the royal 

inscriptions of Sargon and Sennacherib, whereas the father had courted 

Babylonian favour and basked in signs of acceptance, there is little 

indication that Sennacherib valued Babylonian opinion or that he ever 

performed the minimal ceremonial duties required of a Babylonian 
monarch.219 

Did Sennacherib have to contend with a revolt or unsettled conditions 

in Assyria or Babylonia at the beginning of his kingship (705—704)? This 

has sometimes been inferred because various texts from later in his reign 

indicate conflicting dates (705,704, or 703) for his first regnal year.220 It is 

2" A 170, 192. 212 A ^ y2, no. 88 (Arab raid on Sippar). 

2^3 A 551, 53-4 n. 250. 214 Qf ^ 54*'- 251. 

215 A 763, 435. Cf. A 77, 255; A 209, 97; CAH 422. 216 a 756. 

217 Cf. A 5ii, 54 n. 254. 218 Cf. A 551, 5 5 n. 255. 

219 This conclusion is based on negative evidence and comparison with Sargon; for comparative 

purposes, there is an ample number of royal inscriptions surviving from both rulers. 

220 A 5 5 1 . 5 5 n. 257. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



CHALDAEAN STRUGGLE FOR INDEPENDENCE 35 

possible to explain these discrepancies in dating by presuming political 

upheaval or contested succession to the throne; but it is also conceivable 

that Assyrian scribes did not always achieve precision when calculating 

according to the varying calendrical systems then in use.221 Sargon’s 

scribes made similar mistakes in calculation.222 At present, there is no 

clear evidence for political unrest in Assyria or Babylonia in 705 or 704, 

even though such unrest often attended a monarch’s unexpected 

demise.223 

Sennacherib’s political relations with Babylonia seem to have had 

predominantly military overtones. Our knowledge is of course con¬ 

ditioned by the nature of the source material, which consists principally 

of formal royal inscriptions composed by Sennacherib’s scribes;22‘* as 

regards Babylonia, these inscriptions concentrate on Assyrian military 

efforts to cope with the perennial widespread resistance to Assyrian rule. 

There is one notable exception that shows Sennacherib in an unaccus¬ 

tomed light as benefactor of Babylonia; this is the text on the splendid 

breccia pavement that he installed in the central Processional Street (^- 

ibur-shabu) in Babylon.225 Sennacherib tried various modes of govern¬ 

ance in southern Mesopotamia; at different times he himself, his crown 

prince (Ashur-nadin-shumi), and a native Babylonian (Bel-ibni) ruled 

there as king.226 None of these solutions proved entirely successful, 

though Ashur-nadin-shumi served six years (apparently without major 

disturbance) until an Assyrian expedition provoked the Elamites into 

breaking the peace. Time and again, through most of Sennacherib’s 

reign, successful urban—tribal coalitions in Babylonia rallied against 

Assyria and won considerable support from neighbouring powers, 

notably the Elamites but also occasionally the Arabs. In the case of Elam, 

the assistance was sometimes furnished after a substantial payment had 

been sent from the Babylonians to the Elamite ruler.222 Elam dispatched 

large numbers of troops and high-ranking military officers, who took 

command of allied forces in the major pitched battles. As long as 

Babylonia and Elam worked together, Assyria continued to have serious 

difficulties in the south. 

As far as we know at present, Sennacherib’s troubles in Babylonia 

began in 703.228 Early in that year, a provincial official from a prominent 

scribal family led a revolt and succeeded in making himself king as 

221 For experiments in the Assyrian calendar at this time, see a 551, 55 n. 258. 

“ A 551, 55 n. 259. 

223 CAH iii2.i, 426 deals with possible disturbances in the north-west provinces of the empire 

near where Sargon met his death. Cf. a 5 51, 55-6 n. 260. 

22^ A 76, T19 n. I {contra', a 570, 98—100; a 571, 192—206). Cf. a 549. 

225 A 656, 52-3 and 187; A 762, 109; A 654, 10 and pi. 4 v (a 762, 279 no. 19). 

226 A 540, 91-2; A 717. ^ A 533. 228 (^f ^ jj ^ 266. 
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Marduk-zakir-shumi He was replaced after one month by the 

indefatigable Merodach-baladan, who in a nine-month reign assembled a 

powerful group of supporters: urban Babylonians, Chaldaeans, Ara¬ 

maeans, Elamites, and Arabs.^^o Yati^e, queen of the Arabs, sent her 

brother Basqanu with an army. The Elamite king, Shutur-nahhunte, 

after receiving a massive payment, sent eighty thousand archers and 

thirteen high-ranking commanders.Merodach-baladan split these 

forces into two groups, stationing them at Cutha and his capital, 

Babylon; he himself remained in the capital. 

Sennacherib left the city of Ashur in late 703.2^2 He sent an advance 

party to Kish, just east of Babylon, while he concentrated his main forces 

against the allied army at Cutha. Merodach-baladan moved against the 

Assyrian contingent at Kish and forced them to send to Sennacherib for 

help; Sennacherib stayed long enough to defeat the allies at Cutha and 

then descended on Kish. In advance of the Assyrian arrival, Merodach- 

baladan himself withdrew and took refuge in the marshes.Senna¬ 

cherib vanquished the allied forces remaining at Kish^^-t and then 

proceeded to Babylon, where he captured Merodach-baladan’s wife and 

other female family members, the royal treasury, and many courtiers. 

Sennacherib attempted to set up a stable government in Babylon by 

installing as king a Babylonian commoner, Bel-ibni, whom Senna¬ 

cherib’s annals describe as a man ‘who had grown up in my palace like a 

young dog’.236 

Sennacherib then moved against Merodach-baladan’s supporters in 

tribal regions of Babylonia. The Assyrian army despoiled most major 

towns and many villages in the territory of four Chaldaean tribes: Bit- 

Dakkuri, Bit-Sha’alli, Bit-Amukani, and Bit-Yakin. Urban rebels, both 

tribesmen and native Babylonians, were taken off as prisoners, as were 

many representatives of the principal Aramaean tribes. Particular men¬ 

tion is made in Sennacherib’s annals of Khararatu and Khirimmu, old 

border towns east of the Tigris:232 the former submitted voluntarily and 

was let off with the payment of a heavy tribute; the latter had to be 

subdued by force and was required to make annual payments in cattle 

and produce to the Assyrian temples. This first campaign of Sennacherib 

stretched over into a second year (702) and was followed almost 

immediately by a short expedition into adjacent Iranian mountain 

regions occupied by Kassite and Yasubigalli tribes. 

When Sennacherib departed from southern Mesopotamia, he left 

229 A 5 52, 24 and n. 137. 230 cf. a 5 5 i, 57 n. 268. 

2^’ A 270, 49. The number of archers is likely to be an exaggeration. 

232 Discussions of the date: a 551, 57 n. 271; A 6j8, 29-55. 

233 Assyrian forces subsequently made an unsuccessful search for him there. 

23< Cf. A 551, 58 n. 275. 235 270, 51-2. 

236 A 270, 54. Discussion: a 551,58 n. 275. 237 Cf. a 551, 58 n. 276. 
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Bel-ibni as monarch over the whole of Babylonia.Economic texts 

dated under the latter’s reign show that he was recognized as ruler in the 

northern cities of Dilbat, Nippur, and Babylon;^®’ and a damaged tax- 

exemption document indicates that he was exercising authority in 

Chaldaean territory at some point during these years.2'*° But by early 700 

his jurisdiction had been officially restricted to northern Babylonia, and 

Assyrian officials were said to be administering the south.2'** In fact, 

however, there is evidence that it was the Chaldaeans, rather than the 

Assyrians, who were now in control of the south.In any case, in 700 

Sennacherib regarded the situation in Babylonia as sufficiently out of 

hand that he mounted another campaign against the region.2'*® He 

removed Bel-ibni and his officials to Assyria - whether for disloyalty or 

incompetence is not known — and installed as king in Babylon someone 

in whom he placed more confidence: his own eldest son, Ashur-nadin- 

shumi (Fig. i). The Assyrian forces campaigned briefly against the 

Chaldaeans, defeating Mushezib-Marduk®'*^ in Bit-Dakkuri; but their 

most important achievement was driving Merodach-baladan, the thirty- 

year pohtical veteran, out of Babylonia permanently. Merodach-baladan 

seems to have been caught by surprise; he fled across the ancient 

equivalent of the Hor el-Hammar to Nagitu, a settlement in the marshes 

on the Elamite side, where he died within the next few years.2“*® The 

Assyrians gradually reasserted their control over the south.^**® 

With Merodach-baladan out of the way, Ashur-nadin-shumi’s stew¬ 

ardship in Babylonia (699-694) seems to have been the most peaceful and 

successful interval in Sennacherib’s early dealings with that country. Six 

years went by with no recorded revolts or disturbances. It is unfortunate 

that the reign is as yet so little documented,^'*^ since it might have shown 

what this type of Assyrian administration could achieve under favour¬ 

able conditions. 

In 694, Sennacherib decided to follow up on the successes of his 

campaign six years earlier and to attack the Yakinite exiles and the 

238 For letters that have sometimes been attributed to Bel-ibni, see a 549. 

A JH, >4-1); A i)3A, 99, 

2^ A 773, no. i; cf. A 5 5 5» M En. i. 

2^* A 521,114-1 j variant, as pointed out in a 657,63; contrast the interpretation in a 660, 256. Cf. 

A 6)8, 40. 

2*2 Cf. A 829, no. 2o6 (a 552, 16). 

2^3 A 270, 34—5 (cf. A 251, 140-4 and A 632, XXVI, pis. 12—13); further sources, see a 532, 26-7 

and chapter 23 n. 14 below. 

2^ The future king of Babylon (692-689). 

2^5 At least, he is not mentioned again in Assyrian sources when military action in this area 

resumed in 694. 

2^ Ashur-nadin-shumi was recognized as king at Uruk on 5/VI11/700 (a 956, 202—3 55 

date see a 538, 243). 

2^2 Sources: a 538; a703; A 5 53,15-16; A 5 53A, 99; A 553B; a 536A, 129-30no. 555.Cf. a 551,6on. 

289. 
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Fig, I. Kudurru of Ashur-nadin-shumi. (After a 757, pi, jza,) 

Elamites who had granted them refuge.^'*8 He sent a naval expedition 

across the marshes to the Elamite side, where it supposedly defeated 

both Elamites and Chaldaeans and then took many of them as prisoners 

to Assyria.The Elamites subsequently launched a counter-attack 

against northern Babylonia.^^o capturing Sippar and carrying off Ashur- 

nadin-shumi, who was betrayed by a group of Babylonians.The 

Elamite king, Khallushu-Inshushinak (699-693), then installed Nergal- 

ushezib, a member of the prominent Babylonian family of Gakhal, on the 

throne in Babylon. An Assyrian army came against the Elamites and 

rebellious Babylonians, but suffered a reverse; and so the Elamites and 

Nergal-ushezib’s forces were left in control of northern Babylonia. 

One wonders at this point which cities were supporting what cause, 

since both sides subsequently seem to have taken military action against 

areas that one might have expected would be allied with them. The first 

2^8 Fullest account of this campaign: A 270, 75-6. 

2'*9 A 270, 87. 

250 Discussion: a 551,61 n. 293. 251 ^ 703. 
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events recorded by the Babylonian Chronicle for the next year (693) were 

Nergal-ushexib’s capture and plundering of Nippur (dated i6/iv). Then 

an Assyrian army pushed south, entered Uruk (i/vii), and took as spoil 

the statues of the principal gods of Uruk and Larsa. Finally the Assyrian 

army and that of Nergal-ushezib clashed on open ground in the province 

of Nippur (7/vii); Nergal-ushezib was taken prisoner and removed to 

Assyria. In the same month (26/vii) the Elamites deposed Khallushu- 

Inshushinak and replaced him with Kudur-nahhunte. The Assyrians 

took advantage of political vicissitudes in Elam and campaigned there 

until the onset of winter forced them to withdraw. At this time they 

managed to regain for Assyria territory that Sargon had lost almost 

three decades before.2^2 The Assyrians, however, did not attempt to 

regain control of north-western urban Babylonia; and the Chaldaean, 

Mushezib-Marduk of Bit-Dakkuri, succeeded Nergal-ushezib as king. 

In the following year, 692, another revolt in Elam removed Kudur- 

nahhunte and brought his younger brother, Khumban-nimena 

(Menanu) to the throne. Instability in throne tenure in both Elam and 

Babylonia had little immediate impact on the external politics of the two 

countries. Mushezib-Marduk, the new Chaldaean king in Babylonia, had 

lived in Elam as an exile and so turned to Elam for military assistance. 

According to Assyrian accounts, the Babylonians under Mushezib- 

Marduk sent to the new Elamite ruler a substantial present of gold and 

silver taken from the treasury of the Marduk temple in Babylon. 

Together Babylonia and Elam assembled a wide array of troops, 

including Aramaeans, Chaldaeans, and men from such diverse places in 

western Iran as Ellipi, Anshan {An^an), and Pars (Parsuaf). Probably in 

691,253 the allied forces marching north along the Tigris from Babylonia 

met the Assyrian army in a fiercely contested battle at the site of 

Khalule.254 The Assyrian sources claimed a victory of stunning propor¬ 

tions, whereas the Babylonian Chronicle stated that the allies forced the 

Assyrians to withdraw. The latter may be literally true, but the 

Babylonian—Elamite coalition probably achieved either a pyrrhic victory 

or one without significant lasting effects.^ss By the next year, 690, the 

Assyrians were in a sufficiently strong position to erect a stela on the 

battle site and to press forward a siege of Babylon itself. A legal text 

dated at Babylon on 28/V/690 describes conditions in the city at that time: 

The land was gripped by siege, famine, hunger, want, and hard times. 
Everything was changed and reduced to nothing. Two of barley [sold for] 
one shekel of silver. The city gates were barred, and a person could not go out in 

252 A 250, 90; A 270, 59. 

255 Date: a j 5 i , 65 n. 506. 

25^ Discussion: a 65 n. 307. 

255 A 540, 95; this is argued in more detail in a 658, 48-51. 
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any of the four directions. The corpses of men, with no one to bury them, filled 
the squares of Babylon.^56 

Despite its desperate state, Babylon held out for fifteen more months; 

but at the end of that time, Mushezib-Marduk could no longer count on 

the country’s traditional sources of support from either east or west. The 

Assyrians had campaigned against and neutralized the Arabs at Adum- 

matu in the western desert, probably in the year 690.257 In Nisan, the first 

month of 689, Khumban-nimena, the Elamite king, suffered a stroke and 

lingered incapacitated for almost eleven months. During this interval of 

dislocation in Elam, the city of Babylon fell to the Assyrians, just before 

the onset of winter (i/ix). 

Thus ended the concerted Chaldaean-led struggle for Babylonian 

independence. Three decades of revolts against Assyrian control had 

gradually united the tribal and non-tribal populations of Babylonia and 

schooled them in the value of outside alliances. Although the forces of 

Babylonia and its allies had eventually been subdued, their several 

successes in the face of Assyrian military superiority provided encour¬ 

agement for future resistance movements. But in the meantime, with the 

collapse of Babylon in 689, Sennacherib was free to reap the fruits of 

victory. 

IV. BABYLON: DESTRUCTION AND REBIRTH, 689-669 B.C.258 

Sennacherib’s treatment of Babylon in defeat was unexpectedly harsh. 

His forbearance had been taxed by several lengthy campaigns, by a 

protracted siege of the capital, and not least by the death in captivity of 

his eldest son, Ashur-nadin-shumi. According to an official Assyrian 

account, the destruction of Babylon was brutal and systematic.259 

Assyrian soldiers put the defenders to death and left their corpses in the 

city’s squares. They took away the defeated king, Mushezib-Marduk, 

and his family as prisoners to Assyria. Assyrian troops were allowed to 

loot the temples and other local property and to smash the statues of the 

city’s gods. They razed the city, including the residential quarters, the 

temples, the ziggurat, and the city walls, and dumped the debris into the 

Arakhtu river.250 They removed even the surface soil from the site, 

hauling it off to the Euphrates which carried it downstream to the 

Persian Gulf;25i the Assyrians also put some of this soil on display in the 

A.kitu temple in Ashur.252 To obliterate even the memory of the city, 

^ A 5 51, 64 n. 511. 257 Date: a 5; i, 64 n. 312. 

258 This period is dealt with in detail in a j88, chapter 4, sections 1—2. 

259 A 270, 85-4; cf.pp. 157—8. 260 Discussion: A 5 j 1, 67 n. 318. 

261 Cf. A 270, 137 (the debris was visible as far away as Dilmun). 

262 A 270, 138. 
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they dug canals to flood the ruins and turned the area into a swamp. The 

treatment of Babylon was exceptionally ruthless and vindictive, well 

beyond the retribution usually exacted of a rebel city and far in excess of 

the punishment expected for a revered religious centre, no matter what 
its offences.263 

Sennacherib’s graphic account of the city’s destruction has yet to be 

substantiated from independent sources. Lengthy excavations at Baby¬ 

lon by the Deutsche Orient-Gesellschaft at the beginning of this century 

found various destruction levels, but none clearly assignable to the time 

of Sennacherib.264 The Babylonian Chronicle records the capture of the 

city in 689, but says nothing about subsequent plundering or destruc¬ 

tion. Later texts of Esarhaddon describe in detail how the city was 

destroyed and turned into a swamp, how the gods deserted it, and how 

its population went into slavery in foreign lands; but these say nothing 

about the date of the destruction or Assyrian involvement and identify 

the destructive agency as a flood caused by the wrath of Mardulc.265 in 

general, Babylonian writers seem to have avoided the topic except to 

record that the Marduk cult had been interrupted for two decades.266 
Later Assyrian scribes, when they mentioned the affair at all, tastefully 

omitted any reference to participation on the part of their countrymen.262 

Sennacherib’s brutal actions against the old capital and the enforced 

suspension of the land’s primary religious cult268 would have profoundly 

shocked the urban Babylonians. This is reflected in later traditions, 

including the Babylonian Chronicle and the ‘Ptolemaic Canon’, which 

refused to recognize Sennacherib’s second reign over the land (688—681) 

and officially described the period as ‘kingless’. Sennacherib himself does 

not seem to have been overly concerned with the governance of the 

country. In north-west Babylonia, Chaldaeans were permitted to take 

over agricultural land which had belonged to citizens of Babylon and 

Borsippa. During these eight years, economic activity in Babylonia sank 

to the lowest level in six decades: there are only three known economic 

texts from this time, two of them dated at Nippur and one at Khursagka- 

lama (the twin city of Kish).26’ Southern Babylonia may have fared better 

than the north during this interval. Toward the very end of Sennacher¬ 

ib’s reign, in 681, the gods of Uruk, stolen twelve years earlier, were 

restored to their city.2™ Also in the south, it is likely that governors who 

were subsequently prominent, Nabu-zer-kitti-lishir of the Sealand and 

^ The avowed ferocity of the treatment may reflect the personal character of Sennacherib’s 

anger against the betrayers of his eldest son. 

^ For possible evidence from the residential quarter Merkes in Babylon see a 588, 65-6; a j 51, 
68 n. 522. 

265 A 234, I4-I j; A 5 50, 59. 266 Cf. A J J I, 68 n. 5 2 5. 267 A 55 I, 68-9 n. 526. 

268 Because of the absence or destruction of Marduk, the tutelary deity. 

269 A 555, 14. Cf. A 72, no. 327. 270 A 55I, 70 n. 334. 
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Ningal-iddin of Ur, were appointed in the second half of Sennacherib’s 

reign;2^' but, as with so many other subjects pertaining to this time, 

adequate attestation is lacking. There is very little documentation in 

either Assyria or Babylonia for these years. 
The assassination of Sennacherib and the accession of Esarhaddon in 

late 681 marked a turning point in Babylonian history.™ Whereas the 

preceding decades had been characterized by repeated Assyrian 

invasions and by the instability of the Babylonian crown (ten changes of 

monarch in twenty-nine years),™ Esarhaddon’s reign stabilized throne 

tenure and brought enlightened policies of rule. He restored the 

Babylonian capital as a political and commercial centre and took an 

interest in the reallocation of agricultural resources.™ This new stability 

and concern fostered a gradually increasing material prosperity and 

initiated a major cycle of sustained economic growth that was to last, 

with only one minor recession, for the next fifty years.™ Although it is 

difficult to articulate chronologically many of the events of Esarhad¬ 

don’s reign (his royal inscriptions generally eschew the numbered 

campaigns of his immediate predecessors), major trends may be dis¬ 

cerned, and these mark a sharp reversal of previously prevailing policies. 

In general, to judge from the official stance conveyed in his royal 

inscriptions,^'^'^ Esarhaddon fostered a policy of peaceful relations with 

both Babylonia and its immediate neighbours, Elam and the Arab tribes. 

His non-confrontational politics bore fruit in that Babylonia as a whole 

never united against Esarhaddon’s rule, and local disturbances did not 

attract widespread support from either inside or outside the country. 

It is difficult to determine forces and motives behind the Assyrian 

change of direction. The time-honoured explanation of a pro-Babylo¬ 

nian party in Assyria may have some merit, but is in need of detailed 

critical re-examination.™ One should not underestimate the impact of 

Sennacherib’s violent death on the impressionable and valetudinarian 

Esarhaddon, who seems in any case to have been excessively preoccu¬ 

pied with manifestations of divine will. Nor should one neglect social 

and economic factors which may have been conducive to change. But, 

however great our ignorance of the underlying causes, it is plain that 

Esarhaddon in effect abandoned Sennacherib’s harsh anti-Babylonian 

A 234, 46-7 Episode 4; a ij, 82. 

2^2 Other than Assyrian legal and administrative documents. 

2’^ A 5 50, 35 n. 1; A J51, 72 n. 346; A 704. 

27^ Including the violent deaths of the last two monarchs who had ruled simultaneously in 

Assyria and Babylonia (Sargon in 70J and Sennacherib in 681). 

2’5 A 234, 25-6 Episode 37 Fassung a; ibid.y p. 52 Episode 12. Cf. a 72, no. 327. 

276 which point it was absorbed in the rising fortunes of the Neo-Babylonian empire. 

277 A 644, 16 expresses doubts about the sincerity of Esarhaddon’s Babylonian policy. 

278 Cf. A 5 51, 71 n. 343 for the alleged Babylonian connexions of the women of the Assyrian royal 

family. 
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Stance and returned to the more conciliatory attitude of his grandfather. 

Esarhaddon, however, was unable to proceed with his programme 

directly after his accession. With the assassination of Sennacherib and the 

ensuing civil disturbances in Assyria,the uncertainties in the royal 

succession there were perceived in Babylonia as signs of political 

weakness and grasped by some as an opportunity for revolt. Inchoate 

rebels looked for support to Elam, the erstwhile backer of Babylonia. A 

Babylonian conspirator wrote to the Elamite king, Khumban-khaltash 

II, pointing out Assyria’s vulnerability in the wake of Sennacherib’s 

death and sending generous gifts to enlist Elamite support.The 

governor of the Sealand, Nabu-zer-kitti-lishir^^i of the Yakin tribe, took 

more direct action. He moved his men into siege positions around Ur, 

the only major city in south-eastern Babylonia not under direct Yakinite 

control. After Esarhaddon had gained the upper hand in the delicate 

political situation in Assyria, he dispatched troops south to relieve Ur. 

Anticipating their arrival, Nabu-zer-kitti-lishir withdrew to the sup¬ 

posed safety of Elam, where he was put to death. His brother, Na’id- 

Marduk, who had accompanied him, realized that the old Elamite- 

Yakin alliance was not to be revived and fled to Nineveh to submit to 

Esarhaddon. The Assyrian king installed Na’id-Marduk as governor of 

the Sealand in his brother’s stead and imposed a heavy annual tribute on 

the province. Thus Esarhaddon, with the co-operation of Elam, was able 

both to preserve the anti-Yakinite enclave at Ur and to gain an acceptable 

Chaldaean governor to preside over the strategic Sealand territories.282 

Having circumvented these early troubles, Esarhaddon proceeded to 

implement his policy of reinstating Babylon as the pohtical and commer¬ 

cial capital of southern Mesopotamia.283 His description of the resto¬ 

ration is worth summarizing, since it gives a detailed statement of what 

Esarhaddon intended to accomplish for Babylon as well as an Assyrian 

‘theological’ interpretation of Babylon’s misfortunes and their redress. 

In Esarhaddon’s Babylon inscriptions, attention is focused on the divine 

framework within which the destruction and resurrection of Babylon 

occurred: malportent omens, the iniquitous conduct of the Babylonians 

(including misappropriation of temple funds), the destruction of the city 

by a severe flood,284 Marduk’s decision to shorten the years of desolation 

(from seventy to eleven),285 auspicious omens, and restoration. The 

Assyrians assembled a large group of skilled workmen drawn (according 

to various versions) from all of Babylonia, from Assyria, and/or from 

A 25, 81; cf. A 5 51, 70 n. 557 and 72 n. 546. ^so ^ 

281 Son of the old rebel Merodach-baladan 11. 

282 A 25, 82; A 254, 46-7 Episode 4. Cf. a 760, 46-7. 283 Discussion: a 551, 75 n. 551. 

284 The role of the Assyrian military is conspicuously absent from the narrative. 

285 Cf. A iJI, 75 n. 5J4. 
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conquered lands;286 and Esarhaddon claimed to have taken part in the 

work personally.287 Babylonian workers prepared the site, clearing reeds 

and trees and restoring the Euphrates to its old bed.288 Craftsmen 

supervised massive contruction works in the city, including the rebuild¬ 

ing of Esagila (the Marduk temple), Etemenanki (the ziggurat), and the 

inner and outer city walls. Statues of gods and goddesses that had been 

taken as spoil were returned from Assyria and from Elam.289 Enslaved or 

impoverished exiles were brought back to the city and provided with 

clothing, housing, orchards, and even canals (presumably for irrigation 

of crops). The citizens’ old privileges, including tax exemptions, were 

reinstated. Babylon was restored as the mercantile hub of the region, 

with routes opened up in all directions and commercial relations re¬ 

established. These were Esarhaddon’s avowed intentions for Babylonia, 

according to his inscriptions.290 Details can be added from other sources: 

agricultural lands around Babylon and Borsippa were taken from 

Chaldaean encroachers and restored to their rightful owners; a new 

governor of Babylon was appointed to supervise the resettlement of the 

city; and the local assembly of citizens was again convened to hear legal 
cases. 291 

Esarhaddon’s statement was programmatic; not all the work he 

describes was done at once, and some of it may not have been done at all. 

The material remains at Babylon have not permitted detailed verification 

of his claims. Though there are bricks bearing his inscriptions, none of 

these has been recovered in unmistakably contemporary context; they 

were either found loose in rubble or reused in later construction.292 

Correspondence preserved in the Nineveh archives includes a letter from 

Ubaru, Esarhaddon’s new governor at Babylon, reporting to the king on 

his arrival in the city. Although we must allow for a generous dose of 

courtly obsequiousness, Ubaru states that he had been welcomed by the 

men of Babylon and that the king had been praised for restoring stolen 

property to the city; even the Chaldaean leaders are said to have blessed 

the king for resettling the capital.293 To round out the rosy picture, one 

should also note that Esarhaddon used the spoils of his Egyptian 

campaign to sponsor temple reconstruction (also at Borsippa, Nippur, 

and Uruk)294 and returned divine statues to Der, Uruk, Larsa, and 

286 A 234, 20 Episode 19. 287 ^ ^34, 20 Episodc 21, 

288 A 234,19 Episode i8. Note, however, that the wandering river was described elsewhere as the 

Arakhtu (a 234, 14 Episode 7 Fassung a). 

289 This did not include the images of the principal deities of Babylon, Marduk and his wife 

Zarp&nitu. Cf. a 5 51, 74 n. 359. 

290 A 234, 10—30; A 678; updated textual apparatus in a 550, 38. Cf. a 551, 74 n. 363; a 644. 

291 A 72, no. 418; A 234, 52 Episode 12; a 755, no. 4. Babylonian economic texts from 

Esarhaddon’s reign: a 553, 17-20; A 553A, 99-100. 

292 A 635; A 724; cf. A 636. 293 a 72, nO. 418. 294 A JJ I, 75—6 n. 368. 
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Sippar-Aruru.295 Later, booty from an Assyrian campaign in Shubria 

near Lake Van was said to have been sent as a gift to Uruk.296 The 

Assyrians under Esarhaddon actively sought reconciliation with 

Babylonia. 

Assyrian policies, however enlightened, did not elicit unanimous 

support from Babylonian officialdom or from local populations. In the 

central and northern alluvium, Nippur and Bit-Dakkuri did not 

welcome the resurgence of Babylon, a regional rival: there were severe 

disturbances in these areas, particularly in the first half of the reign when 

the resettlement of Babylon was still under way.2^7 The chief bone of 

contention may have been access to primary agricultural resources, 

namely land and water.2^8 In addition, increased supervision by the 

central government may not have appealed to local officials who had 

fattened their purses in the looser conditions prevalent under Senna¬ 

cherib; officials at Borsippa, Cutha, and Dur-Sharrukin were accused of 

collusion with local financial interests and of blatant peculation with 

temple revenues.2^5 Even at Babylon, matters were not as straightfor¬ 

ward as official texts would have us believe. A heavy tax was levied on 

the impoverished - and supposedly tax-exempt - citizens, and stories 

circulated of a protest in which the governor’s messengers were pelted 

with clods.200 

Esarhaddon dealt benevolently with Babylonia’s erstwhile allies, the 

Arabs and the Elamites, with mutually favourable results. For the Arabs, 

Esarhaddon was in part reversing the harshness of Sennacherib; he 

returned stolen statues of deities to the ruler Hazael and only modestly 

increased his tribute. He appointed Tabua, a young Arab woman raised 

at Sennacherib’s court, as queen of the Arabs, and restored missing 

divine statues to her people. Later he confirmed Yauta’, son of Hazael, as 

king after his father’s death. Although the Arab west was not totally 

quiet during Esarhaddon’s reign, it was often preoccupied with internal 

squabbles; only a few sections of it were visited by Assyrian campaigns in 

the time of Esarhaddon. 

Esarhaddon’s relations with Elam were surprisingly peaceful and on 

occasion even cordial. After decades of active Elamite-Assyrian hosti¬ 

lity (720-691), there followed a significant quiet interval (690-665) 

2^ A 254, 84; cf. A 25, 8z and 125. See also a j 51, 76 n. 369. 

296 A 25, 84-5 (with inconsistent dates). The text from which the chronicle was copied was 

damaged at this point, and the booty may have had no connexion with Uruk (a 5 5 2c, 94). 

297 A 25, 82-4 and 126 (entries for 680, 678, and 675). 

298 A 72, no. 527 ( = A 698, no. 121) and a 75, no. 73 ( = a 75, no. 284). 

299 A 72,nos. 339and i202( = a 73,nos. 293 and 281); a 75, no. 75 ( — a 73,no. 284). Cf. a 77, 273- 

5 and A 5 51, 75 n. 366. 

300 A 72, no. 34o( = A 73,no. 276). For discussion of alleged instances of Assyrian conscription of 

troops in Babylonia between 679 and 632, sec a 551, 77 n. 375. 

“1 A 19. 125-42; cf. A 77. 514. 
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which Esarhaddon undoubtedly fostered. As noted above, the Elamite 

king Khumban-khaltash II resisted Babylonian attempts to involve him 

in anti-Assyrian resistance in Esarhaddon’s early years. The Assyrians, 

however, did not place unquestioning trust in the peaceful intentions of 

the Elamites; Esarhaddon reached an understanding with the paramount 

Aramaean tribe on Babylonia’s eastern frontier, the Gambulu (under 

their sheikh Bel-iqisha), so that their chief city Sha-pi-Bel could monitor 

Elamite movements across the frontier.302 Jhe only obvious Elamite act 

of hostility that can be unambiguously assigned to Esarhaddon’s reign is 

their raid on Sippar in the year 675.303 This stands out as an isolated 

event, the only apparent disruption in a quarter-century of otherwise 

good relations between Assyria and Elam. There are at least two 

divergent ways of explaining it: either (a) as Elamite conjuncture with 

contemporaneous disturbances in Bit-Dakkuri and Nippur,30't or (b) as a 

lapse of the chronicler, who inserted for the sixth year of Esarhaddon an 

entry originally composed for the sixth year of his similarly named 

brother who reigned two decades earlier.305 

In any case, Khumban-khaltash II died in the same year (675) and was 

succeeded by his. brother Urtak.306 Early in his reign Urtak sent 

messengers to conclude a peace agreement with Esarhaddon307 and then 

returned to Babylonia some statues of Babylonian deities which had been 

in Elam.308 There followed several more years of friendly relations 

between the two powers, lasting into Ashurbanipal’s reign; there is even 

an indication — far from certain — that during this time Assyrian princes 

and princesses were being brought up at the Elamite court, and young 

members of the Elamite royal family resided at Nineveh.3oo Assyrian— 

Elamite relations remained peaceful during most of Esarhaddon’s reign; 

Esarhaddon’s diplomatic endeavours generally met with more success in 
Elam than they did in Babylonia.3>o 

Esarhaddon’s policies toward Babylonia and her neighbours did not 

eliminate urban and tribal unrest, but diffused its effects. New leaders of 

anti-Assyrian movements such as the Chaldaean chieftain Shamash-ibni 

of the Bit-Dakkuri were unable to garner widespread support in 

southern Mesopotamia or to invoke Elamite or Arab assistance from 

abroad. Consequently Assyria under Esarhaddon had to deal only with 

302 A 234, 52—5 Episode 13. Cf. a 72, nos. 541 and 336. 303 a 25, 83. 

3W All taking place in 675, according to the chronicles. 

305 This alternative must be regarded as less likely; see A 5 51, 78-9 n. 580. 

306 Reading of the name Urtak: a 551, 79 n. 381. 

307 A 234, 58-9 Episode 19; a i, 79 n. 382. 

308 A 25, 84 and 126; cf. a 234, 25 Episode 36. 

309 A 703, 34 n. 66 (a theory based principally on the interpretation of personal pronominal 

suffixes in a 72, no. 918). 

310 See the qualifying statements in a 551, 79 n. 385. 
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localized disruptions rather than with broad-based revolts carried out by 

urban—tribal coalitions assisted by foreign troops (as had been the case 

under Sennacherib). Nonetheless political conditions in Babylonia 

remained volatile. Reaction to Assyrian rule varied sharply from one 

locale to another; and, in some places, power oscillated between anti- 

Assyrian and pro-Assyrian factions. Assyria did not attempt to over¬ 

whelm the populace by stationing large garrisons within the cities or by 

leaving heavy troop concentrations in the countryside; her military 

control was generally loose and depended on an efficient system of 

intelligence reports to locate trouble spots and call for outside aid when 

necessary.^** 

The political fragmentation of Babylonia, with its local and vacillating 

reactions to Assyrian rule, led to internecine as well as anti-Assyrian 

conflicts. Chaldaeans were almost uniformly anti-Assyrian. Thus Nabu- 

zer-kitti-lishir of Bit-Yakin attacked pro-Assyrian Ur and was put to 

flight only by the advance of an Assyrian army;3'2 and Shamash-ibni of 

Bit-Dakkuri had to be removed because of his penchant for appropriat¬ 

ing agricultural land belonging to the inhabitants of Babylon and 

Borsippa.3'3 Other tribal leaders were willing to co-operate with the 

Assyrians: Na’id-Marduk (Bit-Yakin) acted for them as governor of the 

Sealand, and Bel-iqisha (Gambulu) agreed to let his city serve as a check 

on the Elamites.^''’ Nippur, despite a rapid turnover of governors early 

in Esarhaddon’s reign,^'^ at one point had a pro-Assyrian administration 

which frankly admitted to Esarhaddon that the city was detested by its 

neighbours and in mortal danger because of its Assyrian sympathies. 

Ur at this time was governed by a stable and staunchly pro-Assyrian 

gubernatorial dynasty, founded by Ningal-iddin; its various governors 

adopted an elevated titulary, and Ningal-iddin himself dated documents 

by his own regnal years. The governor’s office at Ur stayed in this family 

for more than thirty years and was passed down in succession to at least 

three of Ningal-iddin’s sons.^'2 But Ur had become a frontier town on 

the limits of cultivation, serving not only as the local bastion against the 

Chaldaeans of Bit-Yakin but also keeping a close watch on Arab 

movements to and from the desert;^'^ its very survival depended on 

Assyrian favour, and it was fiercely loyal to its benefactors. The 

Assyrians monitored unrest and potentially disruptive Elamite contacts 

in Babylonia,^’’ although their officials were not always competent in 

dealing with problems. On at least four occasions during Esarhaddon’s 

A 545, 235. 312 A 25, 82; A 234, 46-8 Episode 4. 

3*3 A 234, 52 Episode 12. Cf. a 560, no. 43 and a 749, nos. 81—2. 

3*^ A 234, 47 Episode 4 and 52-3 Episode 13. 

3*3 A 25, 82-4 and 126; A 575, no. 22 reverse 10. 316 a 72, no. 327 ( = a 698, no. 121). 

A 534, 246-55; A 579. 318 A 551, 81 n. 395; A 829, no. 167. 

3*9 A 72, nos. 266-9 the reign of Ashurbanipal) and passim. 
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reign (680, 678, 675,674), Assyrian military or disciplinary action had to 

be undertaken against sections of Babylonia, always at least partly 

against the Chaldaeans and in the final instance specifically against the 

town of Shamele in Bit-Amukani.^^o We have no significant details for 

any of these operations, perhaps because Esarhaddon’s scribes showed 

an almost Babylonian affinity for recounting his munificence and piety 

rather than particulars of his campaigning. There are also many 

tantalizing references in the Assyrian court correspondence to an 

individual named Sillaya^^i fomenting discontent in several sections of 

Babylonia over these years; but the evidence is still too fragmentary and 

uncertain to yield more than a sketchy portrait of a revolutionary 

entrepreneur disconcerting and eluding the Assyrian authorities. At this 

time, urban Babylonia was generally under Assyrian control, but within 

broad limits. 

Toward the end of Esarhaddon’s reign, events in Egypt and in Assyria 

came to dominate his attention, and Assyrian affairs eventually had a 

major impact on Babylonia. At this time perhaps late in 675, Esharra- 

khamat, the principal wife of Esarhaddon, died.^22 Xwo months after¬ 

wards, with the inevitable realignment of female personnel at court, 

Esarhaddon designated one of his younger sons, Ashurbanipal, as heir to 

the Assyrian throne and at the same time named Shamash-shuma-ukin as 

future king of Babylonia.323 As crown prince Shamash-shuma-ukin 

seems to have taken up residence in lower Mesopotamia and to have 

served as an administrator there for Esarhaddon.^24 these later years of 

Esarhaddon’s reign, increasing use was made of the substitute-king (Jar 

piilx) ritual, whereby commoners were temporarily installed as surro¬ 

gates on the Assyrian or Babylonian thrones to absorb the effects of evil 

omens and were then put to death.^25 One of these substitute kings was 

the son of a major Babylonian religious official, and there was consider¬ 

able unrest in Babylonia after his death.^26 jg not clear whether 

Babylonia was involved in the great revolt in Assyria that led to the 

execution of so many of Esarhaddon’s officials in 670.222 In any case, we 

have no knowledge of major anti-Assyrian disruptions in Babylonia 

between 673 and Esarhaddon’s death in 669. 

The two decades from 689 to 669 witnessed significant changes in the 

^20 A 25, chronicles i and 14. Cf. a 551, 81 n. 597. 

321 Discussion: a 551, 82 n. 398. 

322 A 25, 85 and 127. Discussion: a 551, 82 n. 400; a 552c, 94-5 (which raises doubts about the 

reliability of the date). 

323 A 307; A 773A; cf. A 5 5 I, 82 n. 401. 

32-* Evidence of Babylonian residence (uncertain): A 77, 52, 78-81, 271, and passim-. A 703, 27. 

Supposed Babylonian origin of Shamash-shuma-ukin or his mother: a 5 50, 360. 5. 

325 A 74, 54—65; A 77, xxii—xxxii, 35-7, etc. Followed by a 238. 

326 A 72, no. 437 ( = A 73, no. 280). 

327 A 23, 86 and 127; a 77, 238-40, 262, 429, etc.; a 266, 22; cf. a 544, 312—15 (vs. a 574, 50-6). 
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fortunes of Babylonia. Unfortunately, to reconstruct the political 

vicissitudes of the time, we are often dependent on the tendentious 

testimony of Assyrian royal inscriptions; we know only what the 

chancelleries of Sennacherib and Esarhaddon chose to record. The royal 

scribes of these two rulers paint sharply contrasting pictures: Babylon in 

689 was captured and systematically destroyed, with its gods taken away 

and their cults suspended, its population dispersed into slavery and their 

agricultural holdings taken over by tribesmen; Babylon after 681 was 

revived and rebuilt, with its gods returned and their cults resumed, its 

population freed and resettled in the city, and its fields reclaimed by their 

former owners. Neither of these descriptions has been independently 

verified to a significant extent; and, while there is little reason to doubt 

the general maltreatment of the city and the removal of the cult statues, 

there are grounds for suspecting hyperbole in other details.Nonethe¬ 

less it seems clear that Babylonia was regarded with unmistakable 

hostility in the closing years of Sennacherib’s reign, that its capital was 

severely punished and that, some years later, Esarhaddon implemented a 

policy of reconciliation and did much to repair former ravages. The 

inhabitants of Babylonia, who seem to have been largely anti-Assyrian in 

the time of Sennacherib, were in part reconciled to Esarhaddon; and 

Assyrian rule, while never popular with the bulk of the population, came 

to be accepted at least passively in most areas and with enthusiasm by 

such partisans as Ningal-iddin at Ur, who perceived that his own 

survival depended on Assyrian favour. Babylonia seems generally to 

have prospered under the stable government provided by Assyrian rule, 

commencing a long period of economic growth and benefiting from 

sponsored construction programmes. Discontent was sporadic, local, 

and readily contained. 

V. SIBLING MONARCHS: SHAMASH-SHUMA-UKIN AND 

ASHURBANIPAL, 669-65 J B.C.^^’ 

Esarhaddon’s design to divide his royal powers between his sons Ashur- 

banipal (for Assyria) and Shamash-shuma-ukin (for Babylonia) was 

carried out after his death. Although it is not known whether Esarhad¬ 

don had determined in detail the jurisdiction to be exercised by each 

monarch, it soon turned out that Ashurbanipal not only assumed full 

control of Assyria and the empire at large but closely supervised 

Babylonia as well. Shamash-shuma-ukin became in fact a dependent 

monarch, not only subject to Ashurbanipal in the areas of military 

defence and foreign policy, but also overshadowed in local political and 

A 5)1, 83 n. 407. 

Detailed discussion of the political history of this period; a 5 88, 96-11). 
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Fig. 2. Shamash-shuma-ukin and Ashurbanipal, the appointed heirs, shown on the sides of the stela 

ofEsarhaddonfrotn Zincirli. For the front see Pis. Vol.,pl. j i. (Berlin, Staatliche Musccn(East) VA 

2708; after J. Borker-Klahn, Aitvorderasiatischen Bilditelen (Mainz, 1982), pi. 219.) 

religious matters. Shamash-shuma-ukin was obliged to swear an oath of 

fealty to Ashurbanipal, and his letters to his brother show him accepting 

a subordinate role.^^o Since the relations between the two brothers were 

eventually to develop into a bloody civil war that would weaken the 

foundations of the Assyrian empire, it is worth inquiring into the 

antecedents of their quarrel and scrutinizing the ostensibly peaceful 

relations during the first sixteen years of their reigns. It is impossible to 

evaluate hidden reserves of sibling rivalry or fraternal jealousy that may 

have fuelled their animosity,33* but one can observe patterns of overt 

action on each side, especially Ashurbanipal’s alternating procrasti¬ 

nation and interference which must inevitably have caused tension 

between the brothers. 

Ashurbanipal’s dilatory conduct seems to have begun soon after his 

father’s death (i o/viii/669 b.c.). Ashurbanipal succeeded to the throne in 

the next month, but Shamash-shuma-u kin’s installation was delayed so 

A 5 51, 85 n. 411. 33! Discussion: a 55 i» 85 n. 412. 
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long (until late i or 11/668) that his official accession year (668) fell a full 

year behind that of Ashurbanipal (669). Furthermore, even though the 

prized statue of Marduk was returned to Babylon at the beginning of 

Shamash-shuma-ukin’s reign, major items of its cult furniture were 

retained in Assyria for at least fourteen years.Ashurbanipal was also 

slow to move his troops in response to an Elamite invasion of 

Babylonia,333 and Assyrian revenge for that invasion was delayed for 

more than a decade.334 It is difficult to determine in individual instances 

whether Ashurbanipal was unable or unwilling to act promptly on 

Shamash-shuma-ukin’s behalf; but these incidents were clearly detri¬ 

mental to Shamash-shuma-ukin and as a result he was unlikely to have 

been more kindly disposed toward Ashurbanipal. 

The military defence of Babylonia may have been a continuing source 

of friction between the brothers. Although Ashurbanipal states that he 

had given armed forces, including infantry, cavalry, and chariotry, to 

Shamash-shuma-ukin,335 these were insufficient to deal with significant 

troubles; and Assyria remained essentially responsible for Babylonia’s 

defence.336 In 668, when raiders from Kirbitu in the eastern mountains 

were harassing trans-Tigridian Babylonia (Yamutbal), Assyrian forces 

had to be sent to the area to crush the offenders.337 But on occasion the 

quality and promptitude of Assyrian defence coverage were not all that 

was desired. When in about 664 the Elamites under Urtak invaded 

Babylonia,338 Ashurbanipal delayed dispatching troops until he had 

received word that the Elamites had spread out over northern Babylo¬ 

nia. Even then the Assyrians did not attempt to punish the local 

fomenters of the invasion, Nabu-shuma-eresh the governor of Nippur 

and Bel-iqisha the chief of the Gambulu tribe; they and their descendants 

escaped Assyrian retribution for more than ten years, until the campaign 

of 653. Ashurbanipal contemplated an action against the Gambulu as 

early as 658,339 but this was not undertaken. Thus Babylonia’s defence 

needs were not always well served by Assyrian troops; and perhaps in 

recognition of that fact, the city walls of both Babylon and Sippar were 

rebuilt during these years.340 

Ashurbanipal intervened actively in Babylonian internal affairs that 

should have been within the jurisdiction of the Babylonian ruler. In his 

inscriptions Ashurbanipal claims sole credit for completing his father’s 

reconstruction of the Marduk temple in Babylon (Pis. Vol., pi. 33), for 

re-establishing the tax-exemption privileges of Babylon’s citizens, and 

332 A 25, 129. 333 Specifically Uftak’s invasion about 664 B.c. 

33< Discussed in more detail in the succeeding paragraph. 

335 A 544, 28. 336 Cf. A J J I, 86 n. 42I. 

332 A 337, 48 and parallels; cf. a 55 i, 86 n. 422. 

338 Date of this campaign: a 5 51, 87 n. 423. 

339 A 498, no. I 53; cf. A 230, I 17. Cf. A 72, no. 269. 340 A 344, 236-8; A 65 1 II, 6-9. 
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for installing Shamash-shuma-ukin as king (he makes no mention of 

Esarhaddon’s testamentary instructions).^’ Ashurbanipal also repaired 

major sanctuaries in Sippar, Babylon, Borsippa, and Uruk in his own 

name.^‘’2 Moreover, Ashurbanipal communicated directly with local 

officials in Babylonia, who reported to him on internal matters as well as 

on foreign affairs (especially concerning Elam).3^3 Despite the nominal 

allegiance of the Babylonian realm to Shamash-shuma-ukin, there were 

cities such as Uruk and Ur which seemed to be more in touch with the 

Assyrian than the Babylonian government. At Ur, economic texts were 

dated under Shamash-shuma-ukin as king; but Sin-balassu-iqbi, the local 

governor,344 undertook a massive reconstruction programme for the 

monumental buildings of the city and dedicated his work ‘for the life of 

Ashurbanipal’ rather than for his nominal sovereign.345 Spies resident in 

Shamash-shuma-ukin’s capital, Babylon, reported to Ashurbanipal on 

the Babylonian king’s activities.346 In fact, for the greater part of 

Shamash-shuma-ukin’s reign, it is difficult to determine just what 

powers he was allowed to exercise as Babylonian king: apart from the use 

of his name in date formulae, he is known principally for his jurisdiction 

in cases involving land ownership and water traffic.347 The only 

provincial governors who were clearly subject to him were Sin-sharra- 

usur at Ur (who made a dedication for the life of Shamash-shuma-ukin) 

and Shula at Dilbat;348 both of these are poorly attested and may have 

been appointed only in the days of the civil war (652—648). Although the 

evidence — and our perspective — may be far from balanced, one gains the 

impression that Shamash-shuma-ukin for most of his reign may have 

been simply a figurehead. 

Nonetheless, however nominal his royal power, Shamash-shuma- 

ukin’s reign marks a period of increasing economic prosperity and 

governmental stability in Babylonia. The number of economic texts per 

year rises significantly, beginning in Shamash-shuma-ukin’s tenth year; 

and the geographical distribution of the texts is impressive, encompass¬ 

ing most major urban centres in the central Mesopotamian floodplain.349 

In addition, significant building programmes were undertaken at Baby¬ 

lon, Borsippa, Sippar, Uruk and Ur, perhaps supported from Assyrian 

A 344, 226, etc. Cf. A 5 j 1, 87 n. 426. 

^2 A 344, 228—48; A 662; A 630, 60. Cf. A 5 51, 87 n. 427. 

A 534, 252-3; A 588, 102. Discussion: A 551, 88 n. 428. 

^ Or ‘viceroy’ {iakkanakku\ as he styles himself. For the titulary of the seventh-century 

governors of Ur, see p. 10 above. 

A 593, nos. 168 and 170; a 744, no. 102. Cf. A 72, no. 426 (see a 579,183); a 5 34, 248-5 3; a 537, 

336-42; A 771, nos. 81—6. ^A72, no. 119. 

A 633, no. 10. A 72, no. 1385. 

A 565, no. 13 (duplicate: a 581, no. 144); bibliography: a 551, 117 n. 566. a 72, no. 326. 

Sippar, Cutha, Kish, Babylon, Borsippa, Dilbat, Nippur, Uruk, and Ur. Cf. a 553, 25—39; 

A 588, 252; A 590. 
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resources (if Ashurbanipal’s sponsorship was more than nominal).^50 

There is also evidence for considerable scribal activity in both the 

religious and scientific spheres: composition and editing of prayers and 

rituals,35i copying of lexical and diagnostic texts,^^^ recording of astro¬ 

nomical observations, and the earliest known astronomical diary text.^^^ 

Regardless of underlying political tensions, the stability in throne tenure 

from 669 to 653, following as it did the two preceding stable decades, 

provided a sohd foundation for the growth of the Babylonian economy. 

The beginning of Shamash-shuma-ukin’s reign was marked by 

considerable confusion. First, there was an interregnum prior to his 

installation; after Esarhaddon’s death, the year 669 was not officially 

ascribed to any king of Babylonia. Economic texts in the latter part of 

that year were dated according to the accession year of Ashurbanipal, 

and later chronological texts assigned it variously to Esarhaddon and 

Shamash-shuma-ukin.354 in 11/668 the Marduk statue made a triumphal 

return from Ashur to Babylon; Shamash-shuma-ukin and an Assyrian 

army escorted the statue by boat amidst splendid ceremonies down the 

Tigris and eventually to Babylon, where the cult images of Shamash, 

Nergal, and Nabu from Sippar, Cutha, and Borsippa had gathered to 

welcome Marduk home.^^s In the same year, an Assyrian army was sent 

against the region of Kirbitu, which was harassing eastern Babylonia. In 

x/668, a ‘judge of Babylon’, one Bel-etir, was executed; but his fault, 

presumably treason, was not recorded.^^s 

It is hard to speak of a distinctive foreign policy for Babylonia in the 

years 669-65 3, since Assyria managed foreign relations on behalf of both 

lands. The former principal allies of Babylonia, the Elamites and Arabs, 

are not known to have maintained ties with Shamash-shuma-ukin 

during these years; practically nothing is known about the Arabs (their 

major hostilities with Ashurbanipal commence after 65 and the 

Elamites were aUgned primarily with the Gambulu in opposition to both 

the Assyrians and the central government in Babylonia. In this case we 

should not over-interpret the silence of the texts, since both the Arabs 

and Elamites rallied round Shamash-shuma-ukin once the rebellion had 

begun. 

The history of relations over these years between Elam, Assyria, and 

Babylonia is worth reviewing. As noted above, a radical shift in the 

A 344, 226-48; A 72, no. 119 (cf. A 7), no. 6oand a 77, 283 n. 522); a 6;i ii, 6-12 (cf. a 712, 
no. 6); A 771, no. 77. Cf. A jji, 89 n. 458. 

List of sources: A 5 31, 89 n. 439. 

4551,890.440. 253 A 1045, nos. 1414-17; A 1046, 48 and pi. 5. 
355 FGrH680 F 7; A 553, 21; A 770, 305. 

355 A 25, 86, 127, and 131; a 344, 262-8. Cf a 684 and a 3 5 i, 90 n. 444. 

355 A 25, 86 and 127; a 588, 99. 357 142-69. 

355 A 344, 30-4, 64, and 68. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



52 21. BABYLONIA IN THE SHADOW OF ASSYRIA 

traditional alignment of Elam and Babylonia versus Assyria took place 

around 691 b.c. After the battle of Khalule, Babylonia no longer had the 

support of Elam and was unable to organize effective large-scale 

resistance against Assyria. With the exception of one or another minor 

incident of hostilities, Elam and Assyria generally had peaceable rela¬ 

tions during the quarter-century between 690 and 665. The high point 

seems to have been reached when Esarhaddon and Urtak, the Elamite 

king, entered into a pact around 674. Afterwards, in the early 660s, when 

patterns of severe climatic disruption caused drought in Elam and 

exceptionally bountiful rainfall in Assyria,^59 the Assyrians not only sent 

grain as famine aid to Elam but provided temporary homes in Assyria for 

hard-pressed Elamites.^0 Assyrian beneficence, however, had no lasting 

effect; for in 664 Elam unexpectedly turned hostile. The governor of 

Nippur and the chief of the Gambulu tribe had persuaded Urtak to 

invade Babylonia. Ashurbanipal, reacting slowly to news of the 

invasion,^*' sent out only a reconnaissance mission, which confirmed 

that the Elamites were in northern Babylonia and that they had set up a 

camp which menaced Babylon itself. Only then did Ashurbanipal 

dispatch an army. According to Assyrian sources, the Elamite forces 

withdrew without resistance and were subsequently defeated as they 

neared their own land. Before the end of the year Urtak died; a 

revolution brought a new anti-Assyrian ruler, Teumman, to the Elamite 

throne and drove the families of Urtak and his predecessor Khumban- 

khaltash II into exile at the Assyrian court,^*^ where they later served as 

pawns in Assyrian manoeuvres to dominate the Elamite monarchy. 

Assyria, however, proved unable to punish most of the main actors in 

this invasion, though it eventually avenged itself on the areas involved. 

Marduk-shuma-eresh, the governor of Nippur, kept his office^*^ but died 

soon after of natural causes, as did Bel-iqisha, chief of the Gambulu 

tribe.3^ it was only eleven years afterwards (653) that campaigns 

against Elam and the Gambulu were undertaken. At that time an 

Assyrian army invaded Elam, defeated and killed Teumman in a battle at 

Tell Tuba on the Ulaya river, and installed in his place two Elamite 

princes who had been in exile at the Assyrian court.Then the 

Assyrians proceeded against the Gambulu, devastating their land and 

removing Dunanu and Samgunu, two of Bel-iqisha’s sons, for punish¬ 

ment in Assyria. 

At this point, just before the civil war broke out, Assyria should have 

been in a strong position. It had recently crushed Elam and Gambulu, 

^59 A 537, 56—8; A 544, 6; cf. A J51, 91 n. 450. ^ a 337, 58; a 688, 102 iii. 

Cf. A 5 5 I, 91 n. 45 2. 362 Cf, A 55 I, 92 n. 453. 363 A 337, 56-^0. 

^ Cf. A 5 5 1, 92 n. 45 J. 365 A 337, 60. 

366 A 312, 38-40; A 337, 60-70; A 346, i78fFnos. 5—17, 50-3, 35, etc. Cf. a 5 5 i, 92 n. 457. 

^ 337» 70^5 cf- A 346, 182-6 nos. 18—26, 29, 34, 36—8; A 312, 40-2. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



THE GREAT REBELLION AND ITS AFTERMATH 53 

two of the major trouble spots in the south east, and had divided 

jurisdiction in Elam between two princes who had lived in Assyria for 

more than a decade. But the flaw this time lay in central Babylonia: 

Shamash-shuma-ukin was no longer content with his subordinate role 

nor with Ashurbanipal’s interference and inadequate defence pohcies. 

His resolution to set an independent course was to have fateful 

consequences both for Babylonia and for the Assyrian empire. 

VI. THE GREAT REBELLION (652-648 B.C.) AND ITS AFTERMATH: 

ASHURBANIPAL VERSUS SHAMASH-SHUMA-UKIN AND HIS 

ALLIES^^S 

In the middle of the seventh century, a bitter struggle between the two 

most prominent members of the Assyrian royal family shook the base of 

the Assyrian empire. Shamash-shuma-ukin led Babylonia in a full-scale 

rebellion against Ashurbanipal and won support from Elam, Arabia, and 

elsewhere in western Asia.^^^ Assyrian military energies were absorbed 

for four years in dealing with the revolt in urban Babylonia and then for 

several additional years in cleaning up pockets of resistance in the 

Sealand and exacting vengeance from Babylonia’s foreign supporters. 

These massive military efforts severely strained the resources of the 

Assyrian empire, for in its final three decades (after 640 b.c.) it launched 

few if any significant initiatives. The purpose of the present section is to 

describe the events of this revolt, which formed a watershed in 

Mesopotamian political history. 

To assess the impact of the rebellion on Assyria, we should be better 

informed of the empire’s status c. 655 b.c., just before the outbreak of 

hostilities. It seems likely that Assyrian power had already begun to 

decline after the early years of Ashurbanipal. Assyria’s control over 

Egypt had been slipping since about 660, Cimmerians were menacing 

Syria by 657,^™ and some associated states such as Lydia had renounced 

their connexions with Assyria.3'^' A major difficulty in interpreting the 

history of Ashurbanipal’s reign is that reconstruction of the sequence of 

events often depends on vague statements in documents with little or no 

chronological perspective. We simply do not know how weak the 

Assyrian empire may have been, especially in the west, by around 655, 

and this seriously diminishes our ability to appraise events from a 

regional perspective. 

In the preceding section of this chapter, we discussed the background 

for Shamash-shuma-ukin’s discontent — Ashurbanipal’s interference in 

^ A detailed discussion of the political and military events of this period may be found in a 588, 
11 j-68. 

^ Cf. A 551, 95 n. 460. Thus A 77, 507-8. Cf. A517. 
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Babylonian internal affairs and his inadequate military protection of the 

realm. When this was added to the general restlessness of Babylonia 

under the Assyrian yoke (evident from the preceding decades of political 

turmoil), it provided the occasion for concerted rebellion by the local 

population and their Assyrian-born leader. Whether there was a single 

cause which sparked the conflagration, such as Ashurbanipal’s Elamite— 

Gambulu campaign(s) of 655, or his rumoured plans for treating 

Babylon more harshly,we do not know. In any case, Shamash-shuma- 

ukin’s intention to raise the standard of rebellion had become known by 

25/11/652 B.C., for on that date Ashurbanipal wrote to the citizens of 

Babylon in a standard Assyrian manoeuvre to detach them from 

allegiance to their king.^^^ 

Although Ashurbanipal weighed the possibility of a quick move into 

Babylon as early as 17/^/652,3’“* almost eight months were to elapse 

between the discovery of Shamash-shuma-ukin’s plot and the formal 

outbreak of hostilities (19/X/65 2).3’5 One of the reasons for the delay may 

have been that Ashurbanipal could not count on the wholehearted 

support of Assyria (where there may have been insurrections in the very 

next year, 65i).3’6 By the time that battle was joined in Babylonia 

between the forces of Ashurbanipal and Shamash-shuma-ukin, the lines 

of adherence to the two monarchs seem to have been clearly drawn. 

Shamash-shuma-ukin could rely on the cities of northern and central 

Babylonia (with the possible exception of Cutha),3” as well as on 

Chaldaean and Aramaean tribal areas, with some exceptions in the far 

south to be noted presently. The Assyrians had their chief support in the 

non-tribal urban south - Uruk, Ur, Kissik, Kullab, Eridu, and Shat- 

iddin — plus a few local tribal adherents such as the Gurasimmu and some 

of the Puqudu. We do not know who had the support of the countryside 

in northern Babylonia; forces from both sides marched through it 

apparently without opposition, and it may have been effectively neutral¬ 

ized by its open and vulnerable position. To some extent this line-up 

within Babylonia reflects long-standing pro- and anti-Chaldaean senti¬ 

ment, with the principal opposition coming from southern cities which 

were enclaves struggling to survive in a predominantly Chaldaean 
landscape. 

Outside Babylonia, the Elamites and Arabs seem generally to have 

supported the cause of Shamash-shuma-ukin, occasionally to the extent 

of participating in the fighting.3™ Ashurbanipal claimed that Shamash- 

A 72, no. 501 ( = A 698, no. 115)' 

A 72, no. joi ( = A 698, no. 115). Cf. a 55 i, 94 n. 465. 

37^ A 497, no. 102. 375 A 25, 151. 

376 A 25, 132; cf. A 551, 94—5 n. 468. 

377 A J51. 95 n. 470. 378 Cf. A 551, 95 n. 471. 

379 E.g., A 19, 153-6; A 544, 30-4, 64, 68; A 337, 76. 
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shuma-ukin had induced the ‘kings of Gutium, Amurm, and Meluhha’ 

(archaic names for such places as the middle Zagros, northern Syria, and 

Egypt-Nubia) to rebel and side with the Babylonian king;380 but we 

have no independent evidence that any of these regions actively assisted 

the Babylonian effort. Foreign support does not seem to have been a 

significant factor in determining the outcome or even the course of the 

fighting, except in so far as Elam assisted Chaldaean dissidents in 

prolonging hostilities in the south east for more than a year after the fall 

of Babylon and the death of Shamash-shuma-ukin. 

The principal actions of the war may be divided into two theatres, 

north and south. In each of these regions, from 65 2 to 648, major urban 

areas were particularly vulnerable and often under attack. Their hinter¬ 

lands eventually came under enemy control, and though urban defenders 

could hold out under siege-like conditions — for periods of two years or 

more in such cities as Ur and Babylon — isolated cities were clearly at a 

disadvantage in these long-drawn-out fights. In the north, after hostili¬ 

ties commenced on i9/x/65 2,2®' Shamash-shuma-ukin’s forces were 

quickly checked; in less than three weeks (8/X1/652) he was forced to 

make a strategic withdrawal into Babylon ‘in front of the enemy’.-phe 

Babylonian decline, however, was only temporary. In the next month 

there were two major battles between the Assyrian and Babylonian 

armies; in the latter of these, at Khirit in the province of Sippar on 27/xii/ 

652, the Babylonian army suffered a serious defeat.Early in the war, 

Elamite troops sent to help Shamash-shuma-ukin were defeated at 

Mankisu (on the Tigris near modern Baghdad);®®'* and Arab troops 

arrived in Babylon, probably in 651 or the first months of 650.®®® Despite 

setbacks in early engagements, the Babylonian army continued to fight 

actively in both urban and rural areas®®® and on 9/via/651 succeeded in 

capturing Cutha.®®’ But within a few months (before the end of xi/651) 

the Assyrians gained Nippur in central Babylonia,®®® and an Assyrian 

army put Babylon itself under siege on ii/iv/650.®®^ Thus, in the 

northern theatre, most military action in the field took place in an 

eighteen-month period between x/652 and iv/650; after that time the 

Assyrians were in control of the countryside and had settled down to 

reducing urban strongholds such as Babylon, Borsippa, Cutha, and 

Sippar by siege. 

The early course of the war in the south may have been similar, but 

there it was the pro-Assyrian cities that were under attack. (It should be 

^ A 344, 30. See also A 551, 95—4 nn. 460 and 465. a 23, 131. 

^ A 25, 129 and 131. Cf. A 551, 96 n. 475. 

^ A 2j, 132; A 588, 266-70; A 1046, 48 and pi. 3. 

^ A 337, 76; cf. A 588, Appendix c. “5 ^ 344, 68. Date: a 19, 154. 

^ A 344, 32. ^ A 25, 129; a 72, no. 1117 (a 19, 15 3-4). 

^ A 351, 97 n. 481. ^ A 25, 130; A 729, no. 19. 
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noted that most available evidence concerning the southern theatre 
comes from letters and their chronological vagueness permits many 
possible interpretations.) Uruk, Kullab, Ur, Kissik, Eridu, and a few 
other cities seem early to have declared their adherence to Ashurbani- 
pal;3^o but only Uruk seems to have heen reinforced with Assyrian troops 
to the extent that it was never in serious danger from Chaldaean forces 
and the generally hostile countryside. In fact, Uruk seems to have served 
as a staging area for Ashurbanipal’s forces in the south; and the Assyrian 
governors of Arrapkha, Lakhiru, and Zame exercised military com¬ 
mands there.Early in the war, the Sealanders and the Puqudu tribe 
controlled the south and seriously pressed the pro-Assyrians; Eridu, 
Kullab, and the Gurasimmu tribe eventually defected to the side of 
Shamash-shuma-ukin.352 Ur under its governor Sin-tabni-usur found 
itself in dire straits, but held out against famine and the enemy for at least 
two years.353 Eventually a letter was dispatched to Ashurbanipal 
pleading for troops and warning that the wealth which his ancestors had 
bestowed on the temple of Sin, patron deity of Ur, would fall into enemy 
hands.35'i Legal texts found at Ur and dated in 650 and 649 show men 
selling property rights and a prebend to raise money for food.355 Ur was 
subjected to extreme stress, and a damaged letter suggests that Sin-tabni- 
u§ur may have been forced to submit to Shamash-shuma-ukin before 
relief came.356 But, if Ur actually was lost, it was only for a brief period; 
Assyrian troops eventually arrived with the governor of Uruk to rescue 
the city.352 

As noted above, the southern theatre of war was dominated at first by 
tribal forces, especially the Sealanders358 and the Puqudu. The Sea¬ 
landers were under the control of Nabu-bel-shumati, a grandson of 
Merodach-baladan, who was a symbol of anti-Assyrian resistance from 
early in the revolt359 until his death five years later. The Sealanders and 
Puqudu were closely allied with Elam; they drew military support from 
there, occasionally conducted raids from Elamite bases, and eventually — 
after the Assyrians had gained the upper hand in southern Babylonia — 
made Elam their permanent refuge.**®® Nabu-bel-shumati was allied with 

™ A 551. 97 n. 483. 

A 72, no. 754 + A 5 75 , no. 250; a 72, nos. 543 and 1108. Cf. a 72, no. 1028. J. C. L. Gibson, 

Textbook of Syrian Semiticlnscriptionsw (Oxford, 1975),no. 2o( = a 15,no. 255) may also date from 

Uruk about this time. 

A 72, no. 1241 + A 575, no. 112. 

A 72, no. 290; cf. A 72, no. 525 and a 497, nos. 129 and 135. 

A 72, no. 1241 +A 575, no. 112. A 551, 98 n. 489. 

A 72, no. 1274 (interpretation uncertain). 

A 72, no. 754 +A 5 75 , no. 250 (interpretation uncertain). 

398 Xhe name may at this time designate primarily members of the Chaldaean tribe of Bit*Yakin. 

A 551, 98 n. 492. 

^ A 588, chapter 4 section 4; a 751, 51. Cf. a 72, nos. 942 and 1241 + a 575, no. 112. 
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four Elamite kings, Khumban-nikash II, Tammaritu, Indabibi, and 

Khumban-khaltash III,'**” who ruled in quick succession; the first three 

of them were deposed in revolts, but each new king sooner or later 

embraced the tradition of opposition to Assyria. Nabu-bel-shumati 

seems to have been unusually successful in his anti-Assyrian 

manoeuvres; the frequent occurrence of his name joined with slanderous 

epithets in the Assyrian court correspondence indicates not only his 

crucial role in undermining the Assyrian cause in the south, but also the 

violent antipathy that he aroused in his opponents. To stem the tide, 

Ashurbanipal in the middle of the war (5/11/650) sent Bel-ibni, the son of 

a former Babylonian official, as military commander to the Sealand.''^^^ 

He struggled bitterly, if not always successfully, against Nabu-bel- 

shumati; but, after Assyria had gained the upper hand in the north and 

had the major cities there under siege, Ashurbanipal’s cause came to 

prevail in the south as well.‘'°^ By the second half of 649, legal documents 

were being dated under Ashurbanipal in parts of Bit-Amukani and 

Bit-Dakkuri.‘'<^ 

We do not know the sequence of events that led to the collapse of the 

revolt in either the north or the south. Babylon, Borsippa, Cutha, and 

Sippar continued under siege - Babylon itself for more than two years - 

with food ever scarcer and plague becoming endemic.‘*05 During this 

time, Arab auxiliaries who were serving in Babylon under Abiyate^ and 

Ayamu fought their way out of the besieged town, but suffered heavy 

losses.'*®*' The last known documents dated under Shamash-shuma-ukin 

come from Babylon and Borsippa in the summer of 648;“*®^ within the 

next few months the northern cities fell and Shamash-shuma-ukin 

perished in the conflagration at Babylon.‘*®® Ashurbanipal reimposed his 

rule over the land and removed the su-rviving urban population of Cutha 

and Sippar to the capital city."*®® 

After the suppression of rebellion in the north in 648, fighting in the 

south may have continued. Nabu-bel-shumati remained at large until 

646; and, although details are far from clear, he seems to have been 

harassing the Assyrian side either from headquarters in the south east or 

from refuge in Elam. Elam continued to be a major problem for Assyria. 

After the defeat and death of Teumman at the hands of the Assyrians in 

653, Ashurbanipal had apportioned the rule of Elam between two 

monarchs, Khumban-nikash II (with capitals at Madaktu and Susa) and 

Tammaritu I (with his capital at Khaidalu), both exiled princes who had 

A 544, 60. For the reading of the name as Indabibi (rather than Indabigash), see a 5 51, loi 

n. 506. ^02 A y2, no. 289. 

^ Cf. A 497, no. 159. ^ A 5 51, 99 n. 499. 

A 544, 32. Cf. A 19, IJ4; A 162, no. 34; A 258, J5-7; A 344, 36-40; a 553, 34-6; a 563. 

^ A 344, 68; A 19, 154—6. ^ A 5 51, 100 n. 502. 

^ Cf. A 5 j I, 100 n. 503. ^ A 344, 40; cf. A 5 51, 100 n. J04. 
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been living at the Assyrian court. This division may have further 

destabilized what was already a highly volatile political environment. 

Khumban-nikash was overthrown by Tammaritu II, who was in turn 

dethroned by Indabibi'"^ and fled to the Assyrian court. Indabibi was 

killed and replaced by Khumban-khaltash III.'*” These three revolutions 

took place in less than five years; and, as noted above, each new king - 

regardless of previous Assyrian benefactions — came eventually to 

support the Babylonian rebels against Ashurbanipal. 

Thus, after reducing the cities of northern Babylonia, Ashurbanipal 

turned his attention to the next most troublesome region, south-eastern 

Babylonia and western Elam. Probably in 647 and 646, the Assyrian 

army conducted at least two campaigns reaching widely into Elam. The 

first of these punitive expeditions began in Aramaean territory in the 

eastern borderlands of Babylonia. Several prominent tribal towns there, 

including Khilimmu and Pillatu, submitted voluntarily rather than face a 

full-scale Assyrian assault. The Assyrian army then marched to Bit-Imbi, 

a local capital in western Elam, captured and despoiled it. Khumban- 

khaltash fled from Madaktu into the highlands; and Ashurbanipal set up 

Tammaritu II again as king in Susa. Tammaritu objected to the 

plundering of Elam by Assyrian armies and promptly lost his throne. 

Ashurbanipal claimed to have concluded this campaign with the capture, 

spoliation, and destruction of most of the major cities of western Elam, 

including Susa, Madaktu, and Dur-Untash; but, since some of these 

cities were still flourishing on the occasion of his next campaign, his 

scribes may have been indulging in Assyrian narrative licence.'**3 

In the second campaign, Assyrian troops ranged widely over western 

Elam, conquering and supposedly devastating extensive areas but never 

managing to engage in battle with Khumban-khaltash, who once again 

escaped to the highlands. In his anger, Ashurbanipal decided to make an 

object lesson of Susa, the venerable political and religious capital. He 

took up residence there in the royal palace and stripped it of treasure, 

furniture, vehicles, and animals. He had his soldiers destroy the temples 

and sanctuaries, pull down the ziggurat, and set fire to the sacred groves 

reserved for secret rites. The Assyrians took away the cult images of the 

principal gods and goddesses, their priests and sacred vessels, and the 

statues of earlier Elamite kings. They also desecrated the tombs of 

former monarchs: 

I exposed [them] to the sun and took their bones away to Assyria. I imposed 
resdessness upon their shades [and] deprived them of food-offerings and of 
people to pour libations for them.'**'* 

^*0 A 5 51, loi n. 506. A 544, 26, 52—6, 142—4; cf. A 512, 40-4. 

^•2 A 512, 46; A 344, 44-6. Cf. A 5 5 I, lOI n. 508. A 312, 44-8; A 344, 40-6; A 757. 

A 512, 56. 
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Ashurbanipal then proceeded to devastate the Elamite plain, destroying 

cities, deporting the population, and driving off to Assyria the vast 

flocks of animals that constituted Elam’s chief source of wealth. He 

sowed salt and thorn-bearing plants over the fields and returned the land 

to a primeval state: 

In a month of days I levelled the whole of Elam. I deprived its fields of the sound 
of human voices, the tread of cattle and sheep, the refrain of joyous harvest 
songs. I turned it into a pasture for wild asses, gazelles, and all manner of wild 

animals.'*'^ 

The effect was decisive. Elam was never again a major political power, 

though Khumhan-khaltash and other highland rulers would continue to 

prove a minor annoyance to Assyria.'*** 

But, in the short term, Khumban-khaltash in his devastated capital at 

Madaktu'**’* agreed to comply with the wishes of Ashurbanipal and to 

extradite Nabu-bel-shumati. The latter, preferring to evade the grisly 

fate accorded most notorious anti-Assyrian leaders, had himself slain by 

his personal attendant Khumban-khaltash, fearing Ashurbani- 

pal’s further displeasure, packed the body in salt and dispatched it to 

Nineveh."**® 

A direct benefit to Babylonia from Ashurbanipal’s Elamite campaigns 

was the return of a statue of the goddess Nanaya from Susa to its original 

home in Uruk. When the statue had been removed, we do not know; the 

texts of Ashurbanipal mention that it had been absent for 1,635 years, but 

such figures are usually exaggerated."**’ 

After Ashurbanipal’s revenge on Elam, the last target of retribution 

remaining from the days of the Great Rebellion was the dissident Arab 

tribes in the western desert. In 645 or shortly thereafter,"*^’ in order to 

punish these tribes both for their assistance to Shamash-shuma-ukin and 

for their continuing raids on Assyrian territories (probably on the 

middle Euphrates and in the neighbourhood of Palmyra), Ashurbanipal 

launched a lengthy and arduous summer campaign, designed to catch the 

nomads and their animals in the season when they would have to remain 

closest to their water supplies."*2* The Assyrians pursued a strategy of 

quick marches and seizure of critical oases and watering points. Some of 

the Arab chieftains, notably Abiyate’ and Ayamu, surrendered. Uaite^, 

chief of the Qedarites, was deposed and handed over to the Assyrians by 

his own people; and a later campaign resulted in the submission of the 

Nabayatu.'*22 Thus not only were pro-Babylonian actions punished, but 

the desert frontier was at least temporarily quieted. 

^^5 A 544, 56-8. A 512, 48-60; A 544, 46-60. Cf. A 551, 102 n. 512. 

Perhaps to be identified with Tepe Patak (a 679, 174). 

A 344, 60-2; cf. A 551, 103 n. 514. A 312, 58; A 344, 58. 

^20 Date: A 19, 157. ^21 A 19, 157-65; A 344, 64-80. ^22 Cf. A 72, no. 1117. 
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Thus the Great Rebellion and its aftermath occupied the Assyrians for 

at least seven years, and the Assyrian royal inscriptions record no great 

campaign conducted thereafter by the imperial armies. Although 

Assyria had succeeded in recapturing Babylonia and in disciplining 

Babylonia’s allies on both the Elamite plain and the Arabian desert, these 

actions had entailed disproportionate expenditures of time, manpower, 

and financial resources. Assyria had reasserted its hegemony; but the 

empire had declined in both power and geographical extent, and the 

long-drawn-out struggle had highlighted Assyrian vulnerability. More 

serious was the fact that, in decimating Elam, Ashurbanipal had 

removed a buffer state which had insulated Assyria from strong tribal 

groups in the Iranian interior."*^ The next enemies of the empire who 

arose in south-west Iran and southern Babylonia would be more 

formidable and would not repeat their predecessors’ mistakes. 

VII. KANDALANU AND THE DECLINE OF ASSYRIAN POWER, 

647-626 B.C. 

The two decades of the reign of Kandalanu (647-627) mark a period of 

relative quiet in Babylonia between two major anti-Assyrian upheavals. 

During the early years of this time, probably before 640, Ashurbanipal’s 

armies were occupied in settling scores with the principal foreign 

supporters of Shamash-shuma-ukin’s rebellion, that is the Elamites and 

Arabs.‘*2'* For the later years there were no major military campaigns 

recorded by Assyria; and this silence has generally been interpreted as 

indicating a decline in Assyrian strength. The history of Babylonia 

during this time must at present be reconstructed almost entirely from 

economic texts (administrative and legal); very little is known about 
political history.'^25 

Kandalanu himself is practically unknown.Although he presided 

over Babylonia for twenty-one years at a time when the country fully 

regained its economic strength, his name is known only from chronolo¬ 

gical texts (king lists and a chronicle)'*^'? and from date formulae in 

documents referring to his reign. There is no contemporary evidence 

about his origiM^s or about any action that he took as king. Because he is 

such a shadowy figure and because he and Ashurbanipal seem to have 

died in the same year (627),''29 it has sometimes been suggested that 

‘Kandalanu’ is simply a throne name for Ashurbanipal.‘*^0 This hypothe- 

^23 Cf. A 5 51, 104 n. 519. 

^2^ These campaigns are discussed in Section VI above. 

•*25 The period has been treated in detail in a 588, 168-82. ^26 ^ 546, 568. 

^27 A 25, 132. ^28 ^ 5 j I lOj n, J2J. ^29 A j j j J06 n. 5 27. 

Or even that Kandalanu was a statue that represented Ashurbanipal at the New Year’s festival 

(a 393. ')• 
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sis, however, has little to recommend it. Other alleged cases of Assyrian 

kings bearing Babylonian throne names have been shown to be spuri¬ 

ous."*^' Furthermore, there seems little reason, if Kandalanu and Ashur- 

banipal were identical, to preserve two entirely different systems of 

chronological reckoning for one and the same king (dating at Nippur 

under the name Ashurbanipal with a reign officially beginning in 668 and 

elsewhere in Babylonia under the name Kandalanu with a reign starting 

in 647). 

Kandalanu was appointed to the Babylonian throne by Ashurbanipal 

probably within a year after the suppression of the revolt of Shamash- 

shuma-ukin. It appears, however, that Babylonia was only gradually 

placed in his charge. Babylon itself was under his control by 6/X/647 and 

Uruk by 11/vii/646;‘'^2 but at some cities in the heartland of north-west 

Babylonia texts were still being dated under Ashurbanipal in Kandala- 

nu’s first and second regnal years: at Borsippa as late as 18/1X/647 and at 

Dilbat on 29/1/646."*33 After 646, only Nippur remained under the 

explicit control of Ashurbanipal, and elsewhere texts were uniformly 

dated under Kandalanu.‘*3‘* 

The opening years of Kandalanu’s reign saw Babylonia only slowly 

recovering from the effects of the Great Rebellion. Economic activity for 

his first five years dropped back to the level of some twenty-five years 

earlier.‘*35 y\s for the rehabilitation of the Babylonian civil administ¬ 

ration, Ashurbanipal stated: T imposed upon them [the people of 

Babylonia] the yoke of the god Ashur which they had cast off; I 

established over them governors \^aknuti\ and officials \qipani'\ whom I 

had selected’'*^^ - with no explicit mention of the installation of 

Kandalanu. In the south, Kudurru served as governor at Uruk after the 

revolt;''^^ and Bel-ibni continued his activity in the Sealand, which 

included raids against Elam."*^® Elam also served as a refuge for fugitive 

Babylonians and Chaldaeans from Uruk, Nippur, Larak, Bit-Dakkuri, 

and Bit-Amukani, those who had withheld taxes from Ashurbanipal 

during the rebellion and later fled into exile; many of these people were 

eventually captured on the Assyrian campaigns into Elam and then taken 

off to Assyria.‘*3’ Nippur, the most persistently rebellious of the Babylo¬ 

nian cities from 680 to 651, was kept under direct Assyrian supervision, 

perhaps as a garrison town strategically located in central Babylonia.'*"'*' 

By 642 economic activity had returned to its former pace before the 

A 555, 61-2. A I, 106 n. ^50. 

^33 A 646, 321 (now published in a 667A, no. 399); a 957, no. 13. 

For Ur, see a 5 51, 106-7 r*- 

^35 l.e., the last few years of Esarhaddon’s reign. Cf. a 553, 19, 39-40; a 553A, 99-101. 

A 344, 40. Cf. A 551, 107 n. J34. -*37 A jji, 107 n. 53J. 

E.g., A 72, no. 280; cf. A 72, no. 462 (a 588, 178 n. i). 

^39 A 258, 39 (text damaged); a j88, 175-6. ^ a 588, 169. 
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Rebellion. It then remained at a high level throughout the rest of 

Kandalanu’s term in office. More than zoo dated economic texts are 

known from this reign, representing the heaviest concentration (texts 

per year) for any Babylonian king since the thirteenth century. Almost 

half of these texts (48 per cent) come from the principal cities in the north 

west: Babylon, Borsippa, Sippar, Dilbat, and Khursagkalama.'*^' In the 

far south Uruk is well represented in the first six years of the reign (28 per 

cent of the texts from 647 to 642), but then declines drastically (only 6 per 

cent of the texts from the whole reign).'*^^ -phe texts embrace a wide range 

of activities; but livestock accounts (especially for sheep and goats), 

purchases of real estate, and promissory notes are most common. 

Particularly noteworthy are accounts dealing with oil and with iron 

(especially large quantities of iron, which was sometimes imported from 

Cilicia), and purchases of prehends. The only traces of active Assyrian 

intervention in the land are in Ashurbanipal’s building activities at the 

religious centres of Babylon, Borsippa, Cutha, Nippur, and Sirara.'*'*^ 

Events at the close of Kandalanu’s reign show Assyria rapidly losing 

control over Babylonia. In 627, Kandalanu died at some point between 

8/nr and i( + )/ viii.''^ Ashurbanipal may have died in the same year, 

according to evidence from the next century.'’^^ About the same time as 

Kandalanu’s death,*^ civil disorder broke out in Babylon;"*^’ and the 

Assyrian Sin-sharra-ishkun, who was later to govern parts of Babylonia, 

fled to Assyria.**^® The Assyrian army subsequently entered the city of 

Shaznaku and set fire to its temple (12/V1/627); for protection, the gods 

of Kish were sent to Babylon. In VH/627, an Assyrian army forced 

Nabopolassar, the new Babylonian leader, to withdraw from Nippur and 

pursued him as far as Uruk, but was itself then compelled to retreat. The 

situation was clearly unstable. 

The year 626 saw further upheaval. Even in later historical tradition 

there was no agreement as to who was even nominally in control of the 

land. A Seleucid king list records that in this year the government of 

Babylonia was in the hands of two Assyrians, Sin-shumu-lishir and Sin- 

sharra-ishkun; but a Babylonian chronicle refers to 626 as ‘the first year 

in which there was no king in the land’.'*'*® Early in the year (11/626), an 

Assyrian army came down to Babylonia and five months later attacked 

Babylon itself. In contrast to earlier occasions on which Babylon had 

first been besieged and later overwhelmed by the Assyrians, the men of 

Babylon sallied forth and plundered the Assyrian army. In the next 

Cf. A 5 51, 108 n. 540. 

^2 The accidents of discovery may significantly influence these statistics. 

A 551, 108 n. 543. ^ A J51, 108 n, 544. 

^5 Cf. A 5 51, 108 n. 545. ^ For this dating, see a 551, 109 n. 546. 

Cf. A 551, 109 n. 547. ^8 Cf. A 551, 109 n. 548. A 551, no n. 550. 
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month (26/VII1/626), Nabopolassar officially mounted the throne in 

Babylon, inaugurating a new era/^o 

It is unfortunate that these decades, 647-627, immediately antedating 

the rise of the Neo-Babylonian empire in Mesopotamia, are not better 

attested. It is clear that Babylonia’s economy quickly recovered from the 

effects of the civil war; but Babylonia’s king, Kandalanu, is at present 

known only as a name in dating formulae or in chronological docu¬ 

ments. We cannot as yet appraise the factors which shaped the course of 

Babylonian history during this time. We do not know whether the 

economic recovery took place under stricter Assyrian occupation or 

whether stability was achieved because urban Babylonians and Chal- 

daeans temporarily abandoned their unsuccessful struggle for indepen¬ 

dence and acquiesced in Assyrian rule; and there are obviously other 

alternatives that might be considered. The silence of the sources permits 

myriad interpretations. 

Vllt. NOTE ON SOURCES 

For the history of Babylonia between 747 and 626 b.c. there is a broad 

range of epigraphic and archaeological evidence and, in some parts of the 

documentary record, significant amounts of extant material. But, as is 

common in Mesopotamian studies, much of this evidence remains 

unpublished; and there has been little critical appraisal of either the 

published or unpublished sources. Thus the historian is faced with 

substantial data, almost all in very raw form; much basic research has yet 

to be done before the full potential of this material can begin to be 

realized. 

The following pages present a brief survey of the major types of 

sources, written and non-written, pertaining to this period. No attempt 

has been made at bibliographical completeness, which would expand 

this chapter well beyond the desired scope. 

We shall begin with the most illuminating and also the most 

voluminous of the written materials, the correspondence of the Assyrian 

court. In the imperial archives at Calah and Nineveh, more than 3,200 

documents have been found which date between 735 and 645 b.c.; and a 

substantial portion of this material deals with affairs in Babylonia: 

reports from local officials on events of political or diplomatic signifi¬ 

cance, requests for economic or military aid, and comments on the 

unpopularity of the Assyrian regime, to name a few topics. The letters 

are not spread evenly over this period, but are concentrated principally 

in three phases (in 720—717 and 713—705 under Sargon II and in 673—664 

To be discussed in Chapter 25 below. For Nabopolassar's supposed Chaldaean origin, see a 

551,1 lo-iin. 551. 
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under Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal) with sparser coverage of certain 

years under Tiglath-pileser III (755-727) and Ashurbanipal (655— 

645).'•5' Of particular significance is the dearth of letters under Senna¬ 

cherib (705—681) and late in the reign of Ashurbanipal (645—627), since 

this skews the source materials available for these decades."phe 

extensive court correspondence furnishes insights into the inner work¬ 

ings of the administrative system of the Assyrian empire and, apart from 

occasional self-serving statements by officials, gives a private, non- 

propagandistic view of Assyrian successes and failures. These letters 

contain a wealth of incidental detail on life in Babylonia: tribal disputes, 

irrigation problems, regional rivalries, the rhythm of the economy. But 

there are serious difficulties in using these archives: (i) many of the 

tablets containing the letters are broken or heavily damaged; (2) their 

language tends to be highly idiomatic and is therefore not always readily 

comprehensible; (3) the historical context of the message is often 

unclear, since a writer seldom rehearses well-known background for his 

correspondent; and (4) the date of each document must usually be 

inferred (less than ten of the letters are explicitly dated).'*^^ There are few 

letters from this period which were found in Babylonia itself, and only 

two of these have been plausibly dated to the early seventh century.'*^'* 

Also to be placed here is the so-called Ashur Ostracon, a letter written in 

Aramaic and found at Ashur, which was sent as a report from southern 

Babylonia about the middle of the seventh century.‘*55 

Another significant corpus of material is the scattered group of more 

than six hundred indigenous economic texts (legal and administrative) 

dating from between 747 and 626. More than 60 per cent of these 

documents come from the major urban centres of Sippar, Babylon, 

Borsippa, Dilbat, Nippur, and Uruk, which have been subjected to 

controlled and uncontrolled excavations.Most of the texts are legal 

documents, and they are concerned principally with financial trans¬ 

actions or with income-producing property: purchases of land (agricul¬ 

tural and urban), loans, and acquisition of prebends. There are various 

types of account texts, many of them dealing with herds of sheep or 

cattle, allocation of foodstuffs, or disbursement of metal (silver, gold, 

and iron). Of particular interest for future study will be two common 

features of legal texts: the witness lists with their individual genealogies 

and the detailed descriptions of real estate (house plots, fields, and date- 

See the chart in a 76, 136 for the Assyrian material. The distribution of comparable 

Babylonian letters conforms to the same general pattern. 

^52 The years from 664 to 655 are only slightly represented. 

Bibliography of letters found in Assyria: a 551, 115 n. 552. 

A 3 31, 114 n. 5 56. 

J. C. L. Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions ii, no. 20 ( = a 13, no. 233). 

Cf. A 551, 115 n. 358. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



SOURCES 65 

palm groves). As yet, only about one-third of these texts have been 

published in any form, and no systematic attempt has been made to 

utilize them for historical purposes. These documents should prove a 

mine of information for researchers interested in demography, social 

institutions, economic history, and even ancient technology.'*^’ 

Also of considerable interest is the extensive corpus of Assyrian royal 

inscriptions, which contain detailed accounts of the Babylonian 

campaigns of Tiglath-pileser III, Sargon II, Sennacherib, and Ashurba- 

nipal.'*^® The Assyrian scribes recorded much information that is 

invaluable to the modern historian — details about the topography, flora, 

fauna, and social and economic institutions of the inhabitants. If one 

prescinds from the tendentious style glorifying the Assyrian monarchy 

and military, one quickly strikes a core of usable data. For example, 

statistics given by these texts for people deported to various parts of the 

empire are among the few numbers available for Babylonian and tribal 

populations, even though they are difficult to use critically. The figures 

seem uniformly too high, probably because greater magnitude was 

perceived as ideologically desirable. 

Babylonian royal inscriptions are a much smaller and duller lot. There 

are a few short texts written in the name of Merodach-baladan II and 

Shamash-shuma-ukin; but, except for a veiled reference to an Assyrian 

military reversal in 720, most of the texts are either conventional 

expressions of pious sentiments or laconic records of repair to religious 

structures.‘*5^ 

Inscriptions written by or for local officials or dignitaries present a 

more interesting and variegated picture. From the reign of Nabonassar 

there is a text written in the name of two private individuals who 

describe how they repaired the Akitu temple at Uruk because this duty 

had been neglected by those responsible (the king and local officials).'**^® 

Three decades later, a governor of Kish recorded his construction of a 

bridge over the principal local waterway (the Banitu canal).Toward 

the close of the eighth century, a local temple official restored plundered 

statues of the gods to the town of Sha-usur-Adad and secured tax 

exemptions from Bel-ibni, the reigning monarch.‘*^2 From Ur about 66 5 — 

650 date several monumental building inscriptions in the name of the 

local governor Sin-balassu-iqbi'**^ as well as a votive text of his brother 

and successor, Sin-sharra-usur.**^ 

Contemporary texts of at least incidental value include formal omen 

inquiries from the Assyrian court, soliciting information from the gods 

Bibliography of these texts: A 5 5}. A 5 J 5*. Fot technology, see a ; 5 2B. 

A 35; A 185; A 204; A 226; A 234; A 270; A 312; A 313; A 337; A 344; A 663. 

A 55'. "6. "■ 561. A 536, with duplicates noted there. 

Latest edition; A 771, no. 75. A 773, no. i (cf. A 553, 15 En. i). 

A 593, nos. 168-83; A 744, no. 102. Bibliography: A 551, 117 n. 566. 
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on how current crises were to be resolved.Also of interest are 

scholarly texts, including lexical series (Erimkhush), a compendium 

listing flora associated with Merodach-baladan’s garden {gannatu), and 

prayers and rituals written down in the time of Shamash-shuma-ukin;'**^ 

these represent various scribal traditions that flourished in this period. In 

addition there are passing references to Babylonia and its inhabitants in 

contemporary economic texts in Assyria; these have yet to be systemati¬ 

cally collected and evaluated. 

Providing an essential chronological framework for the overall 

historical picture are the king lists and chronicles, which are concerned 

primarily with chronology and with military and religious event-history. 

The king lists, Babylonian and Assyrian, give the names and sequence of 

monarchs who ruled during this period and sometimes their lengths of 

reign.The heterogeneous Babylonian chronicles furnish an indispens¬ 

able chronological listing of the beginnings and ends of reigns for kings 

in Babylonia, Elam, and Assyria, especially for the years from 747 to 668; 

they also mention and often date major events of political or religious 

significance.^^® The Assyrian Eponym Chronicles record the destination 

of the principal annual campaigns of the Assyrian army between 747 and 

699 (with some lacunae) and give supplementary details for the years 

745, 729-728, 710-709, 707, 704, and 700.^®’ Additional chronological 

information is provided by other texts: an astronomical diary^'^o and 

nineteen-year cycle texts,'^'^' astronomical records including later refer¬ 

ences in Ptolemy’s Almagest,and the so-called ‘Ptolemaic Canon’ 

(which includes a list of Babylonian monarchs and the lengths of their 

reigns, beginning with Nabonassar).'*'^^ 

Later texts of interest include sections from the writings of the 

Hellenistic historian Betossos,'*'^'' from Biblical books,'’’® and from 

Josephus’ Antiquities of the Jews.^''^ These late traditions are frequently 

garbled and sometimes difficult to interpret chronologically. They add 

incidental details to the historical picture, but must be used with 

considerable caution. 

Turning now to the extensive non-epigraphic materials, we note first 

the regional evidence reconstructed from surface surveys: location of 

watercourses and settlements, urban and village hierarchies, and syn¬ 

chronic and diachronic patterns of expansion and abandonment.'”’ For 

A 497. ^ A 5 52, 48 under 44.5.}; see also A 5 j I, 89 nn. 439-40. 

A 607, nos. 3.5, 3.5, 3.12, 3.17. ^ A 25, nos. i, 2, 14-16. 

A 763, 428-35. A 1046, pi. 5. 

E.g., BM 33809, mentioned in a 588, 19—20. 

^’2 A 1045, nos. 1414-18 (and possibly 1413); cf. a 5 51, 89 n. 441. a 772. Almagest', a 673; a 1049. 

^23 A 770, 304-6. FGrH680 (a 7; A 735). 

^25 II Ki. 17:24 and 20:12—21; II Chron. 32:31 (cf. 33:11); Is. 39:1-8; Ezra 4:9-10. 

^26 ix.xiv.3; X.U.2. For additional late texts, sec a 531, 118-19 5^2 and a 745A. 

a 5 l i; A 512; A 5 13; A 5 14; A 568; A 597; A 783. Cf. A 625; A 726. 
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the lower Diyala basin and the ribbon of settlement extending along the 

older course of the Euphrates from just above Nippur down to Ur, we 

now have preliminary statistics for a local history of urbanism. Excava¬ 

tions at Babylon, Kish-Khursagkalama, Nippur, Uruk, and Ur, as well as 

in the Hamrin, have revealed monumental buildings and residences in 

use in this period; but, except at Ur in the massive reconstruction 

undertaken by Sin-balassu-iqbi,'*™ there are few of these buildings which 

can be seen to have originated - rather than simply to have been repaired 

— at this time.'*'^^ In most instances, we know more about major building 

projects from inscriptions than we do from excavations. 

The material culture of this age, whether reconstructed from archaeo¬ 

logical evidence or from texts, has not been seriously studied and 

remains a prime area for future research. A satisfactory typology for the 

pottery of eighth- and seventh-century Babylonia has yet to be worked 

out, though there seem to be distinctive ceramic remains from this time, 

including vessels in use at Nippur which have decoration akin to 

Assyrian palace ware.'*®* We note also Porada’s pioneering typology of 

early Neo-Babylonian glyptic,'*®^ although in this regard studies of seals 

and seal impressions from stratified excavations will remain an essential 

desideratum. It will be of particular importance to determine possible 

cultural influences between contemporary Babylonian and Assyrian art 

styles,‘*®2 as well as between Babylonian and Elamite art.^®^ 

Another archaeological area of high potential interest is the use of wall 

reliefs from Assyrian palaces as pictorial sources for Babylonian history. 

The systematic interpretation of Assyrian reliefs as historical evidence is 

in its infancy. The most recent detailed study of the portrayal of non- 

Assyrians in the reliefs unfortunately excluded Babylonians (including 

Aramaeans and Chaldaeans) and Elamites from consideration.*®® It is to 

be regretted that primary publications of Assyrian reliefs have on 

occasion been insufficiently critical in identifying specific historical 

persons and places in particular scenes. This area of research is still 

underdeveloped, but with improving methodology one may anticipate 

significant advances in historical and ideological interpretation.*®® 

This brief survey has outlined the principal indigenous and external 

sources, epigraphic and archaeological, that are presently available for 

the history of Babylonia from 747 to 626 b.c. It is important that we be 

Summarized in a j 34, 249—j i; a 537, 336-42. 

Bibliography in a 551, 119-20 n. 586. Cf. a 3 51, 120 n. 587. 

A 551, 120 n. 588. ^^Cf.ACoi. 

Note the preliminary comments in a 680. The archaeological material from this period in 

Babylonia is discussed in more detail in a 551, 119—21. 
"85 A 155. 

"88 A 115; A I 16; A I 17; A I 18; A 126; a 127; A 132; A 133; A 135; A 147; A I5 3.Cf. A I 36, I2 3-30and 

Mitt. 10 (1979), 17-49, S2-I to; and 11 (1980) 71-87. 
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aware of inevitable distortions in the material. First, the bulk of the 

textual sources (correspondence and royal inscriptions) originates in the 

Assyrian or Assyrian-dominated bureaucracy. The letters reflect the 

interests of that bureaucracy and tend to be obscure to the modern reader 

(because of background obvious to the correspondents and thus 

unexpressed); the royal texts are intended primarily to glorify the 

achievements of the ruler, and literal truth is on occasion sacrificed to 

ideological preferences. Second, the native Babylonian source material is 

composed principally of legal and administrative documents, concerned 

chiefly with property rights of the urban population and with temple 

offices, especially in the north-west alluvium; non-economic and rural 

affairs are seriously underrepresented. In the archaeological surveys, the 

bias is reversed; and well-known areas tend to be rural and along the old 

bed of the Euphrates and in the lower Diyala. The extent of urban 

centres such as Nippur and Uruk in this period is very poorly known, 

and the main band of settlements and larger cities along the contempor¬ 

ary course of the Euphrates has barely been touched. Excavations, 

however, have concentrated on cities and their public edifices; little is 

known of smaller sites or even of residential quarters within the larger 

centres. The presently available source material is rich, and much work 

remains to be done on relatively untapped data. But it is also desirable 

that future fieldwork be directed to redressing current biases in the 

distribution of sources; to seek out more Babylonian native materials - 

textual as well as archaeological - in rural areas and in urban residential 

quarters; and to extend survey coverage to deal eflfectively with larger 

towns and cities and with settlements along the contemporary Euphrates 

and in north-eastern and south-eastern Babylonia. 

IX. CONCLUSION 

This chapter has presented a survey of Babylonian history over the 

turbulent decades between 747 and 626 b.c., from the beginning of the 

reign of Nabonassar to the accession of Nabopolassar. These years saw 

the transformation and revitalization of Babylonia on many levels — 

demographic, political, socio-economic, and cultural - despite almost 

constant pressure from the Late Assyrian empire. Although critical 

appraisal of the voluminous source materials is still at a primitive stage, it 

may be useful to offer here a provisional synthesis of presently observ¬ 

able trends, if for no other reason than to help formulate questions which 

should be asked as research progresses. 

Babylonia in the mid-eighth century was underpopulated, impover¬ 

ished, and politically fragmented. Disruption caused by its uncontrolled 

tribal populations soon attracted Assyrian military intervention; but 
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occasional Assyrian repression of the tribes did not suffice to stabilize the 

land, and Assyria was eventually drawn into direct administration of the 

Babylonian government. This brought Assyria into almost continual 

conflict with the Chaldaeans, who over a period of four decades (752— 

689) alternated with Assyria in control of the Babylonian monarchy. 

Against the constant threat of Assyrian domination, the Chaldaeans 

forged far-reaching internal and external alliances, uniting previously 

discordant tribesmen (Aramaeans as well as Chaldaeans) and the non- 

tribal populations of Babylonia in a common anti-Assyrian movement 

and joining to them their eastern and western neighbours, the Elamites 

and Arabs. This transformation of anti-Assyrian elements within Baby¬ 

lonia into a political coalition was to provide the effective power base for 

the later Neo-Babylonian state after 626 b.c. 

The political dimension, however, was only one aspect of Babylonia’s 

growth during these decades. Paradoxically, despite frequent disrup¬ 

tions by war and the damage wrought on cities and countryside, there are 

hints that Babylonia generally prospered, both economically and cultur¬ 

ally. With the stabilizing of the monarchy after 689 under Assyrian aegis, 

the rise in the volume of financial transactions and the monumental 

building projects betoken a strengthening of the Babylonian economy. 

Despite occasional military interruptions, Babylonian agriculture, live- 

stock-raising, and international trade seem to have thrived, and it is 

likely that the alliances with Elam and the Arabs brought commercial 

advantages as well. As population density increased, urbanites whose 

social organization had previously centred on the family gradually 

aligned themselves into broader kin-based groups that achieved more 

effective economic and political recognition. Urban centres, though 

vulnerable to Assyrian devastation and deportation, nonetheless boasted 

cosmopolitan populations with upper strata of considerable wealth and 

prestige; and, even after depopulation, the number of residents seems to 

have been quickly replenished, perhaps by implosion from the hinter¬ 

lands. The cultural florescence of the land in both science and literature 

continued a long scholarly tradition that was not impaired by the rise of 

Aramaic as the vernacular. Babylonia in 6z6, on the eve of the Neo- 

Babylonian empire, had not only achieved political unity, but had 

reached a stage of socio-economic and cultural development that could 

benefit from territorial expansion and augmented international 

horizons. 

Nonetheless there are other significant factors in the history of these 

decades that we are as yet unable to assess, given the present state of 

research. In a land where the ecological balance was fragile, the vagaries 

of climate and demography, still so seldom examined, would have had a 

profound impact. The shifting status of basic topography - wandering 
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rivers, seasonal marshes, and migratory dunes - must have significantly 

affected the population. We also know little about the essential features 

of the rural landscape: its inhabitants, their society and mode of life, their 

relation to the land, and the precariousness of urban authority in the 

countryside. We are ill informed about even the more prominent tribes 

among the Chaldaeans and Aramaeans, their social (or socio-political) 

structure, their economy, their internal development and change under 

pressure of Assyrian political power, much less their culture or their 

inter-relations with the older Babylonian population. Much remains to 

be investigated about the urban population: their cultural and economic 

status, their living conditions, their lack of involvement in politics, their 

gradual reorientation from small family units to larger kin-based groups 

that would gain them more effective recognition in a world dominated 

by tribes and Assyrians. We should also take into consideration local 

history and urban particularism, exemplified in such features as the 

Babylon—Uruk rivalry. In addition, Babylonia itself should be scruti¬ 

nized as a national state; it does not seem to have been a ‘well-defined 

territorial polity’ and it seems to have lacked internal cohesion for much 

of the period under consideration. One may at least begin to look 

forward to holistic historical treatment for both Babylonia and the 

Assyrian empire, a treatment that will integrate intellectual and cultural 

history into the political, social, and economic dimensions of the 

presently available presentations. It is plain that much work remains to 

be done on many levels and on topics other than those adumbrated here. 

Finally, the role of Assyria as catalyst in the eighth- and seventh- 

century transformation of Babylonia should not be underestimated. 

Anti-Assyrianism provided a rallying cry for the heterogeneous Babylo¬ 

nian populations and stimulated political unity. Assyrian governance in 

Babylonia eventually strengthened the local monarchy and, especially 

after 689, created a chmate for economic prosperity. But in its Babylo¬ 

nian involvement, the Assyrian empire revealed its own weaknesses and 

especially the ineffectiveness of its methods for controlling territories 

that it had won by aggression. The political drama in seventh-century 

Babylonia highlighted Assyrian inabihty to effect long-term consoli¬ 

dation of pohtical gains and demonstrated why massive mihtary expen¬ 

diture would not suffice to keep the empire intact. Despite geographical 

proximity and strong cultural ties, Assyria with all its armed might could 

not achieve lasting political control over Babylonia. 

The history of these decades illustrates the rise of Babylonia to the 

threshold of its greatest pohtical successes and the paradoxical role of 

Assyria in facilitating that rise. 
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CHAPTER 22 

ASSYRIA: TIGLATH-PILESER III TO SARGON II 

(744-705 B.C.) 

A. K. GRAYSON 

The rebirth of the Assyrian empire after the dark days of ‘the Interval’ is 

the main theme during the period covered by this chapter. Tiglath- 

pileser III devoted his entire career to fighting on foreign campaigns 

and, after a brief interlude under Shalmaneser V, Tiglath-pileser’s 

mantle fell upon Sargon II, who not only continued the extensive 

offensive but also began to find time for non-military matters. By the end 

of the era with which this chapter is concerned the Assyrian empire had 

become the largest political power the world had ever seen, and the 

conquest of Egypt was a tantalizing possibility. 

I. TIGLATH-PILESER 111(744-7278.0.) 

The eclipse of Assyria during the Interval came to an end with the 

accession of Tiglath-pileser III, who achieved his goal of restoring 

Assyrian fortunes by a series of campaigns of exceptional intensity; the 

west was reconquered, Urartu was intimidated, and the Babylonian 

crown was placed on the Assyrian king’s head.' Sources for the reign are 

more numerous than for the preceding decades and consist of royal 

inscriptions,2 chronographic texts,^ letters,'* legal and administrative 

documents,5 and sculptured reliefs found at Calah (below, pp. 8 3-4). The 

annals of Tiglath-pileser are in a very bad state of preservation and there 

are many problems and gaps in our knowledge, although a study being 

prepared by Tadmor is making great strides forward with this material. 

A curious feature of the chronology is that Tiglath-pileser’s annalists 

numbered the years of his reign {palu) according to his campaigns, and 

‘ For a detailed although dated history of the reign see a 156. 

2 For the moment cf. a 212. The royal inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser III are being edited by H. 

Tadmor and I wish to thank Professor Tadmor for allowing me to read a preliminary manuscript of 

his work while writing this chapter. Unfortunately, until his corpus is published one must use the 

unsatisfactory work by P. Rost, a 204. In this chapter, reference to Tiglath-pileser Ill’s royal 

inscriptions will normally be made to the translations in a 3 5. Further bibliography will be found in 

A 25, 248, to which add a i 16, a 179, a 183, and a 199; see also A 5 under relevant authors. 

3 For all references see a 25, 248f. Also note the Eponym Chronicles O i and O* 3 (a 763,430-2). 

^ See A 72—88. 5 See a 89-109. 
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Map 1. Assyria and its neighbours. 
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thus the first palu is actually his accession year, since he campaigned in 

Babylonia that year. Tiglath-pileser bore a second name, Pulu (Pul in the 

Bible), which may have been a hypocorism derived from the second 

element of his name. The old assumption that Pulu was his name as king 

of Babylonia is not valid.* 

The accession 

Tiglath-pileser III came to the throne as a result of revolution: the 

Eponym Chronicle for 746 states that there was rebellion in Calah and 

two months later (11/745) Tiglath-pileser became king.'^ No details are 

available regarding these events, but it is of interest that there is some 

doubt about the king’s origins. Most significant is the fact that there are 

two conflicting witnesses as to his parentage. On an inscribed brick from 

Ashur, Tiglath-pileser records that he is the ‘son of Adad-nirari, king of 

Assyria’, and this can only be Adad-nirari III.8 The other witness is one 

exemplar, the latest in date, of the Assyrian king list in which Tiglath- 

pileser III appears and is said to be the ‘son of Ashur-nirari’, clearly the 

fifth king of this name who was Tiglath-pileser Ill’s immediate pre¬ 

decessor.^ There are two possible solutions to the contradiction: either it 

is a matter of scribal error, or it is deliberate misrepresentation. If it is 

only scribal error, then almost certainly the Assyrian king list is at fault, 

for it is unlikely that one of Tiglath-pileser’s own scribes would be so 

careless. Assuming so much, Tiglath-pileser III would be the son of 

Adad-nirari III and a brother of Ashur-nirari V, his immediate pre¬ 

decessor. This is chronologically feasible; if Tiglath-pileser had been 

born towards the end of Adad-nirari Ill’s reign, he would have been in 

his early forties when he ascended the throne and about sixty when he 

died. It is not necessary to postulate that ‘son of’ means ‘grandson of’ or 

even ‘descendant of’ in this case. The assumed error in the Assyrian king 

list involves only one cuneiform sign (either ‘son’ instead of the correct 

‘brother’, or ‘Ashur’ instead of the correct ‘Adad’). 

Scribal error does not, however, fully explain some other phenomena. 

Thus one must consider the alternative solution, deliberate misrepresen¬ 

tation. It is a curious fact that there is not a single royal inscription, apart 

from the brick quoted earlier, in which the name of Tiglath-pileser Ill’s 

father is given. One questions why this brick inscription should be 

unique and whether its testimony is valid. Moreover, if the royal 

inscriptions were totally silent as to Tiglath-pileser’s parentage, this 

would be suspicious enough, but the fact is alluded to in an unusual way. 

The epithet ‘offspring of Baltil’ (an ancient quarter of the city Ashur) first 

‘ See A 535, 6if. ’ O 1 (a 765, 430). s a 3; i, 822, i. 

’ Assyrian King List iv, 24!. (a 607, §3 King List 9, §76). 
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appears in the royal epithets of Tiglath-pileser III, and one wonders why 

Tiglath-pileser makes such an amorphous claim to ancient Assyrian 

lineage rather than a specific statement of his parentage.The evidence 

of the Assyrian king list can also be called in question. This document 

portrays the descent of Assyrian sovereignty within a single dynastic line 

and rarely recognizes, particularly in the later period, any disruption in 

this line. While one cannot prove that such a portrayal is false at any 

point, it remains dubious. In sum, there is good reason to question 

whether Tiglath-pileser was in the direct royal line, and there is reason to 

believe that he was a usurper who took advantage of the chaotic times to 

stage a coup d’etat and win the Assyrian crown for himself. 

2. The war with Urartu 

The major foreign power with which Tiglath-pileser III had to contend 

was the kingdom of Urartu, which, during the years preceding this 

reign, had grown at Assyria’s expense to be the greatest state in south¬ 

west Asia. Tiglath-pileser’s reassertion of Assyrian imperialism meant 

direct confrontation with the young kingdom. The conflict took place 

both in the north and in the west, for Urartu had expanded westward 

into the Taurus range and the region of the upper Euphrates. Tiglath- 

pileser regarded the kingdoms and peoples in these areas as belonging to 

the Assyrian empire, although they, through lack of Assyrian presence, 

had long since changed their political ties. Arpad (Bit-Agusi), once a 

vassal state of Adad-nirari III and a treaty partner with Ashur-nirari V, 

was independent; Gurgum, once friendly to Assyria or at least to the 

Assyrian king’s representative, Shamash-ili, was now anti-Assyrian; 

Kummukhu had recently become a vassal state of Urartu, but it is 

uncertain if Carchemish suffered the same fate;” and even the various 

peoples along the middle Euphrates were lost to the central monarchy. 

There is no information about how Tiglath-pileser regained control 

over the middle Euphrates, but one may assume that he was unopposed 

in his march through this region, and that the inhabitants more or less 

automatically resumed their dependent status. 

The first resistance, according to the extant sources, was led by Arpad. 

Mati^el of Arpad had organized an anti-Assyrian alliance consisting of 

himself, Sarduri III of Urartu, Sulumal of Melid, Tarkhulara of Gur¬ 

gum, and Kushtashpi of Kummukhu. It was this formidable coalition 

which Tiglath-pileser III faced when he invaded the area in 743.'^ The 

*0 See A 51, Z25; A 185, 16 i 23; cf. A 417, 27. 

" See A 210, 240 and the bibliography there. Also cf. a 177, 72f (Carchemish) and 80 

(Kummukhu); CAH iiRi, 4o6f. 

*2 O I (a 765,450, and cf. A 210, 252-4); a 55 i,§§769, 785, 797, 815, 821; a 116, xx-xxiv and pis. 

XLV-LV, LVIII-LIX, LXIV-LXVII. Cf. A 210, 239-58, A I 77 and CAH 410; a 157. 
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major battle was fought with the Urartian army, led personally by 

Sarduri, in Kummukhu. Assyria won the day and the Urartian king fled 

the battlefield. Tiglath-pileser proceeded to Gurgum, subdued it, 

accepted the tribute of Tarkhulara, and made him an Assyrian vassal. 

Despite this initial success, Arpad itself remained a staunch centre of 

resistance, and for the next three years (742—740) Tiglath-pileser conti¬ 

nued his offensive against it until its fall in or about 740, when the area 

became an Assyrian province.'^ Thus Urartu’s hold on the west was 

considerably weakened early in the reign, and Tiglath-pileser could 

temporarily turn his attention to another border with that kingdom, to 

the north. 

Assyria was even more vulnerable on the northern frontier, for 

Urartian influence had crept south into a region called Ulluba on the very 

edge of the Assyrian heartland.Ulluba, which ancient geographers 

regarded as part of Khabkhu, was approximately 100 km north of 

Nineveh and was divided from Assyria by a range of mountains called 

Mount Nal. The modern location of the area is provided by an inscribed 

rock relief found at Mila Mergi, in which Tiglath-pileser records his 

campaign against Ulluba in 739. This campaign was prompted by an 

intended invasion of Assyria by the Ullubaeans and their allies, and one 

suspects that Urartu had a hand in this in an attempt to relieve pressure 

on the western front. Tiglath-pileser successfully conquered Ulluba and 

organized it into an Assyrian province. A year later (738) he transported 

people to the district from Tushkha. The area was still not secure, 

however, for three years later (736) Tiglath-pileser, according to the 

Eponym Chronicle, once again marched to Mount Nal. There is nothing 

preserved in the fragmentary annals regarding this campaign, but the 

building of a provincial capital called Ashur-iqisha, described in display 

texts, may date to this later occasion. With the conquest and annexation 

of Ulluba, Tiglath-pileser had not only secured this part of his northern 

frontier but also gained an excellent bridgehead for the invasion of 

Urartu in 735. Before describing this daring deed, however, it is 

necessary to recount activities that had been taking place in the west 

since the fall of Arpad in 740. 

A new anti-Assyrian coalition appeared on the scene while Tiglath- 

pileser was occupied with Ulluba. The alliance was led by a man called 

Azriyau (not to be confused with Azariah, king of Judah).The 

coalition included a number of north Syrian coastal cities and part of the 

kingdom of Hamath. As is so often the case with Tiglath-pileser, the 

u O I (a 763,450); the relevant portion of the annals is not preserved. Regarding the question of 

741 or 740 as the date of the fall, see most recently a 208, which argues for 741. 

O I (a 763,451); A 199; A 5; t, §§770, 785, 796, 814. 

15 A 210. Butseenow A 25, iii n. i; a 187, 228-39; a 274; J. D. Hawkins,‘Izrijau’, in a 16,5, 227. 
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fragmentary sources provide no details about how Assyria defeated 

these armies and occupied their lands, but this was done in 738.'^ It is 

significant that a number of important kingdoms were not involved in 

the alliance, and as soon as Tiglath-pileser had achieved his victory the 

non-belligerent states that paid tribute included Carchemish, Melid, 

Kummukhu, Gurgum, Tabal, Tuna, Sam’al, Kaska, and Que. On the 

same occasion tribute was received from southern regions such as 

Damascus, part of Hamath, Byblos, Tyre, and Samaria. Perhaps Kullani 

(also known as Kinalua, Unqi, or Patinu) was a member of Azriyau’s 

league; for on the same campaign this state was taken and made a 

province.'^ It was also in this year that Tushkha was recaptured and, as 

mentioned earlier, people of Tushkha were transported to Ulluba. This 

was part of a massive resettlement project by which Tiglath-pileser 

hoped to bring peace and security to his western and northern frontiers 

with Urartu. Groups of people were shunted back and forth, and 

Assyrian contingents carried out raids in Babylonia to capture Ara¬ 

maeans, who were removed to the newly formed provinces in Syria. 

By 73 5 Tiglath-pileser felt that his military victories and provincial 

organization had sufficiently prepared the ground for a direct attack on 

Urartu.Information about this campaign is scarce and disjointed 

because of the mutilated state of the annals, so that unfortunately very 

little is known about one of the most significant accomplishments of the 

reign. The Assyrians marched right through Urartu and laid siege to its 

capital, Turushpa (Tushpa, modern Van). The city did not fall, but 

Tiglath-pileser boasts that he defeated Sarduri at the city gate and erected 

a stela to commemorate the victory. That an Assyrian king could strike 

such a blow against Urartu only a decade after the period of Assyria’s 

eclipse is remarkable. Clearly Tiglath-pileser had planned and acted with 

consummate skill. The campaign included the acquisition of more 

northern territories, and these were added to various provinces, such as 

those of Ashur-iqisha (Ulluba) and Nairi. This bold thrust into Urartu 

brought to an end Tiglath-pileser’s war with Urartu, and in subsequent 

years the Assyrians concentrated on other areas. As for the kingdoms in 

the Taurus range, there is record of one further disturbance; at some 

unknown date Wassurme (Uassurme) of Tabal was deposed by Tiglath- 

pileser and replaced by Khulli.’’ Thus Tiglath-pileser Ill’s war with 

O I (a 763, 431); A 35 I, §§770-2, 801; A 183, 18 ii 1-23; II Ki. 15: i9f. See a 177, 81-3; a 210, 

266-71; A 225; A 274; CAH 59-64; and cf, a 208 and a 182. 

’’ See J. D. Hawkins, ‘Izrijau’, in a 16,5,227. Cf. a 116, xxivfand plates. On the identification of 

Unqi, Patinu and Kinalua/Kullani as referring to the same place, see a 177, 8 i f and a 274, 370. 51. 

Cf. A 182. 

>8 O I (a 765, 43 i); A 35 r, §§775, 785, 813, 814. Cf. A 82, 187-90 and 2o8f. 

A 35 I, §802; cf. 1112.1,415. 
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Urartu gained advances on both the northern and western fronts and 

paved the way for Sargon’s invasion. 

3. Southern Syria, Palestine, E^pt, and the Arabs 

The war with Urartu having been brought to a successful conclusion, 

Tiglath-pileser was free to pursue another ambition, the conquest of 

territory right up to the Egyptian border.^o After the defeat of Azriyau in 

758, the major southern kingdoms, Hamath, Damascus, Byblos, Tyre, 

and Samaria, had voluntarily paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser. In 734 

Tiglath-pileser, believing he had firm control over key areas in Syria, 

Phoenicia, and Palestine, marched right through these lands and 

captured Gaza in the south.21 The city was plundered, and an Assyrian 

divine image, together with a golden statue of Tiglath-pileser, was 

erected. The ruler of Gaza, Khanunu (Hanno in Greek), abandoned his 

city in the face of the Assyrian onslaught to take refuge in Egypt, but 

eventually he came back, presumably after some negotiation, and was 

allowed to resume his seat as an Assyrian vassal. Tiglath-pileser says that 

he created an Assyrian trading-centre {bit kdri), apparently at Gaza, and 

he also states that he erected his statue on the Egyptian border at Nakhal 

Musri (‘Brook of Egypt’).22 Further attempts to establish an Assyrian 

presence on the border with Egypt were delayed, however, by a 

rebellion in Syria and Palestine. For the next two years (73 3-73 2) Assyria 

was embroiled in conflict with the insurgents; only towards the end of 

that interval could the original plan be resumed. 

The chief rebel was Rakhianu (Rezin of the Bible) of Damascus, and 

he was supported by Tyre, Samaria, some Arabs, and probably others 

whose names are not preserved in the fragmentary sources;^^ all of these 

had paid tribute in 738. In 733 Tiglath-pileser defeated the army of 

Rakhianu, who fled from the battlefield and slipped inside the gate of 

Damascus. The Assyrians laid siege to the city for forty-five days, but 

Damascus did not fall and the frustrated besiegers, as in the time of 

Shalmaneser III, vented their wrath by cutting down the surrounding 

orchards. The ancestral home of Rakhianu, Bit-Khadara, was taken and 

people were transported from various parts of the kingdom. In 732 the 

Assyrian army was back in Damascus and, although the annals are 

“ In addition to the sources quoted throughout this section note the letters published in a 80 and 
A 84, 70, 79!, no. Lxx. Also cf. A i6j and a 195. 

2' O I (a 763, 431); A 3; I, §§801, 815. Cf. A H5. 24-7. On Tiglath-pileser Ill’s relations with 
Judah see a 214. 

“ On Tiglath-pileser Ill’s relations with Egypt see a i 7 i and a 188. Nakhal Mujri has generally 

been identified as modem Wadi el-Arish but a 188, 74-80 proposes Nakhal Besor farther north. 

^ O' I (a 763, 431); A 35 I, §777; II Ki. 15: 37-16: 10; Isaiah 7. 
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missing for this year, it was doubtless on this campaign that the city fell. 

The kingdom of Damascus (Bit-Hazael) was made an Assyrian province, 

the territory of which stretched from the Lebanon in the north to Gilead 

in the south.24 

Other events recorded in display texts must have occurred in 735-752 

in connexion with the Assyrian suppression of Damascus, and among 

these the attack on Hiram of Tyre should be included. Tiglath-pileser did 

not take Tyre itself, but he did capture one of its fortified cities, forcing 

Hiram to submit and pay tribute.25 The Assyrians also attacked Pekah, 

king of Israel, for he had been in league with Rakhianu against Assyria, 

and Pekah was defeated. Subsequently he was killed, possibly by a 

conspiracy led by Hoshea, who replaced him but now became an 

Assyrian vassal.2® No account of other military action in Palestine and 

Syria during this time is preserved, but there is a list (of uncertain date) of 

rulers who paid tribute: Matan-bi^il of Arvad, Sanipu of Ammon, 

Salamanu of Moab, Metinti of Ashkelon, Jehoahaz of Judah, Qaush- 

malaku of Edom, and Khanunu of Gaza are the names preserved. At 

some later date a rather large payment, according to a display text, was 

received from Metenna of Tyre.22 

As a result of the suppression of the revolt and the added vassalship of 

several other states, Tiglath-pileser was able some time in 752 to return 

to his original purpose, which was to gain control over the Sinai, the 

road to Egypt. He appointed an Arab sheikh called Idi-bi^il as his 

representative in the area and installed him in a newly formed office with 

the appropriate title ‘Gatekeeper on the border of Egypt’.28 It was 

probably about this time that tribute was received from the Meunites, a 

people whose land is said to have been ‘below Egypt’, which possibly 

means south of Nakhal Musri.29 

A clash with Arab tribes is recorded for this time, and it is appropriate 

to complete this aspect of Tiglath-pileser’s campaigns with an account 

of his relations with the Arabs. In a recent study of the ancient Arabs, 

Eph '^al has pointed out that the Assyrians and Babylonians in the first 

millennium relied upon the Arab nomads to maintain important trade 

routes across the northern Arabian peninsula and to provide auxiliary 

forces on the borders of the empire.^® This arrangement lies behind the 

reference in Assyrian records to the Arabs paying ‘tribute’ to Assyria. In 

758 after the defeat of Azriyau, Tiglath-pileser counted among the many 

2^ See A 116, xxiv and pi. lxix; a 155,119—24; a 211, 

25 See A 163. Cf. A 84, 70 and 76-8, no, lxix; a i 16, xxivf and pi. lvii. 

2* 11 Ki. 15: 29-31, 37; 16: 5. 

A 3 5 I, §801. Regarding a 80, i34f and 152f, no. xvi, see a i i, 118, which dates the letter to the 

reign of Sargon II (see below, n. 77). For Metenna see a 35 i, §803. Cf. a 163, 98. 

“ A 55 I, §§778-9, 800, 818-19. 

29 Information courtesy of Tadmor, and sec now the reference in a 19, 91. 50 ^ 
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states which paid tribute that of Zabibe, queen of the Arabs.In 73 3 

Assyrian fought with Samsi, another queen of the Arabs, who, he said, 

had broken her oath.^^ Thus it seems that Samsi had joined Rakhianu of 

Damascus against Assyria. Her Arabs were defeated and she fled the 

scene of battle. However, at a later date she travelled to Assyria bearing 

tribute, and Tiglath-pileser allowed her to resume her leadership, 

although with Assyrian officials at her side. It was doubtless during the 

same general period, 734-752, that Tiglath-pileser received ‘tribute’ 

from a variety of Arab tribes, such as Tema and Saba, from north Arabia 

and the Sinai. 

4. Namri and Media 

The eastern frontier was not a top priority in the foreign policy of 

Tiglath-pileser III, but he did conduct two major military expeditions in 

the area, one early in his reign (744) and the other in 7 3 7, the year after he 

had driven the Urartians out of Syria and Anatolia.^ On these campaigns 

he concentrated upon the Zagros in the region along and between the 

upper Diyala and Ulaya (modern Karun) rivers, and this brought him 

into direct contact with the Medes. The Mannaeans, who occupied the 

mountains a little to the north near Lake Urmia, are mentioned only 

briefly in the campaign narratives, and Urartu, which would play the 

leading role on this frontier in Sargon II’s reign, is not referred to at all. 

The inhabitants fiercely resisted Tiglath-pileser Ill’s invasion, for they 

had been free of Assyrian intervention since the days of Shalmaneser III 

and Shamshi-Adad V. Virtually the same tale is told of each people 

conquered: they either stood their ground and were overwhelmed and 

plundered, or they fled and were pursued and caught with the same 

terrible results. Rarely did anyone submit to the Assyrians without a 

fight. As a sufficiently large and cohesive area was captured it was 

organized into a province with a governor. 

On the first campaign (744) Tiglath-pileser marched to Namri and 

adjacent regions of the Diyala valley.Among the many states con¬ 

quered were Bit-Zatti and Bit-Abdadani; the city of Nikur was desig¬ 

nated provincial capital and captives from other areas resettled there. 

Bit-Kapsi and neighbouring regions were overrun and put under the 

authority of the king of Bit-Kapsi, Batanu, as an Assyrian vassal. Bit- 

Khamban and Parsua were taken and formed into Assyrian provinces. 

The terror spread by the Assyrian assault stretched as far as Elhpi, along 

A 55 I, §772; A 185, 18 ii 19-23. Cf. A 19, 83. 

“ A 3 j I, §§778, 817; A 116, xviif and pis. xiii-xxx. Cf. A 19, 83-7. 

“ A 35 I, §§799, 818. Cf A 19, 87-92. 

^ On the historical geography of the region in this reign see a 33. 

55 D I (a 763, 430); A 35 I, §§766-8, 795, 807; A 183, 18-21 ii 24-36. 
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the Ulaya river, and its ruler, Dalta, sent his tribute to Tiglath-pileser in 

token of his submission. On the return march to Assyria a Mannaean 

ruler, Iranzu, came in person to Tiglath-pileser bearing tribute and 

submitting to vassalship. 

The Assyrians came back to this frontier in 737 and penetrated Median 

territory.Suzerainty was reasserted over states previously taken, such 

as Bit-Kapsi, and the army proceeded into Media as far as Zakruti, 

Mount Bikni (modern Alwand?), and a salt desert called Ushqaqqana. 

The Assyrians also pushed south east to conquer territory up to the 

Elamite border and in the east Tigris area. Among the cities captured 

were Tupliash and Bit-Ishtar, and at the latter place Tiglath-pileser 

erected an inscribed iron ‘arrow’ by a spring to commemorate his 

victory. Other cities seized included Sibur, Til-Ashur, Bit-Sagbat, and 

Silkhazi. The last three were fortresses of the Babylonians, according to 

Tiglath-pileser, and it is known from Sargon’s inscriptions that Bit- 

Sagbat was on the Elamite border. A fragmentary stela of Tiglath-pileser 

III, said to have been found in western Iran, was almost certainly erected 

on the occasion of this campaign. 

Given the fragmentary state of the sources for these two campaigns 

and the lack of knowledge about the precise location of the geographic 

names listed, it is impossible to give more than a general assessment of 

the extent of Tiglath-pileser Ill’s conquests. It is clear that he gained 

direct control over Namri, Bit-Khamban and Parsua, for these states 

were still in Assyrian hands in the reign of Sargon II. In addition, Dalta 

of Ellipi and Iranzu of Mannaea had become Assyrian vassals and they 

later played an important role in Sargon’s campaigns. Thus Tiglath- 

pileser had established a major bridgehead in Media and Mannaea, which 

would provide an excellent base for Sargon II’s offensive against the 

eastern frontier of Urartu. Furthermore, he had secured his border with 

Elam and captured from Babylonia territory in the east Tigris region. 

5. Babylonia 

The fortunes of Assyria depended upon her relations with Babylonia, 

and Assyrian monarchs, fully conscious of this axiom, tried various 

policies in an effort to achieve a secure southern border. Tiglath-pileser 

III was no exception to this rule, and a great deal of his dme and energy 

was absorbed by Babylonian affairs.^® It will be recalled that Adad-nirari 

III claimed to have the upper hand over Babylonia through a treaty 

^ O 1 (a 763,431); A 35 I, §§784, 787,795,811-I2. Also note A 116, xixf and pis. xxxv-xliv and 

cf. A 173. 

37 A 183, 16-21. 

38 On Tiglath-pileser Ill’s relations with Babylonia see a 535, 228—43. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



TIGLATH-PILESER III 8l 

arrangement; but in ‘the Interval’ Babylonia had turned the tables and 
through a series of attacks had gradually encroached upon Assyrian 
territory. This state of affairs was totally unacceptable to Tiglath-pileser, 
and a bare five months after he ascended the throne (11/745) he launched a 
campaign against Babylonia (vii/745).3^ The territory invaded was that 
traditionally disputed between the two powers, the extreme north of 
Babylonia and the east Tigris area. In the latter region a number of places 
were taken as the Assyrian invasion pushed east and south as far as the 
Ulaya river and the Persian Gulf. This advance brought under Assyrian 
control numerous cities over which the Babylonians had hegemony, and 
Aramaean tribes, which were transported to various areas. The con¬ 
quered domains were divided up and apportioned to neighbouring 
provinces in the Zagros, such as (Ma)zamua. A new city called Kar- 
Ashur was built, a canal dredged to provide irrigation, and people settled 
there. 

Concerning the activities of the Assyrians between the Tigris and 
Euphrates on this campaign, there is a problem: it is uncertain which 
Babylonian cities were conquered by Tiglath-pileser on his first 
campaign and which on his later campaigns. In the display texts the place 
names are all listed together and the annals, which could solve the 
problem, are badly broken in the relevant sections. There is no doubt 
that he captured important centres in the extreme north, such as Dur- 
Kurigalzu and a suburb of Sippar called Sippar of Shamash, but how far 
beyond this did Tiglath-pileser go?"*® The generally accepted view is that 
he achieved little between the two rivers beyond the conquests in the 
extreme north just named. In the annals for 745 he boasts of capturing a 
suburb of Nippur, Qin-Nippur, but none of the major cities south of 
Dur-Kurigalzu is mentioned in the preserved narrative, and it seems as 
though he merely made a quick raid into the heart of Babylonia. 

The purpose of this raid is of special interest. There is reason to believe 
that it was intended to make secure the position of the Babylonian king, 
Nabonassar, in fulfilment of a treaty obligation. There is no explicit 
reference to such a treaty, but it is a reasonable assumption given the 
circumstantial evidence. Such treaties existed between Babylonia and 
Assyria during the previous century, and on one occasion Shalmaneser 
III was called upon to invade Babylonia and restore the kingdom to its 
legitimate monarch, Marduk-zakir-shumi I {CAH iii^. i, 270). The 
situation in 745 may have been quite similar. This would explain the total 
lack of reference to any confrontation between Tiglath-pileser and the 
Babylonian king, Nabonassar, and the fact that Nabonassar remained on 

O I (a 763, 430); A 25, no. I i 1-5; A 35 I, §§762-5, 782, 788, 80s; A 116, xvif and pis. i-xii. 

^ For an opinion different from that accepted here see A j jj, 25ofand n. 1450. Brinkman quotes 

the older opinions. See also above, p. 24. 
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the throne after the Assyrians withdrew. Thus one might assume that 
Tiglath-pileser invaded Babylonia to support Nabonassar against Chal- 
daean and Aramaean tribes, the latter possibly allied to Aramaeans in 
Syria, in accordance with a pact concluded between the two leaders 
either just after Tiglath-pileser seized the throne or possibly even earlier 
when he was plotting his coup d’etat. 

Many years later, in 731, Tiglath-pileser once again intervened in 

Babylonia for this very reason. When Nabonassar died (734) the reign of 

his son was cut short by a revolution which led ultimately to a successful 

attempt by a Chaldaean, Mukin-zeri, to capture the throne in 732. 

Tiglath-pileser would not allow a hostile group to control Babylonia and 

in 731 he marched south. The suppression of the rebellion required two 

campaigns, the first in 731 and the second in 729, and during the 

intervening year Tiglath-pileser did not conduct a military expedition 

anywhere.'*' The sources for these events fortunately include a number 

of letters found at Calah, which provide numerous and occasionally 

dramatic details.‘*2 Tiglath-pileser adopted the strategy of attempting to 

alienate the native Babylonians from the Chaldaean rebels by rhetoric 

and offers of favours. An intriguing letter reports to the king how two 

Assyrian officials stood under the walls of Babylon haranguing the 

citizens, exhorting them to expel the Chaldaeans and open the gates to 

the Assyrians. 

It is unknown how effective the strategy was, but eventually the 

Assyrians had to use force. They captured one Babylonian city after 

another and laid siege to Shapiya, Mukin-zeri’s capital. In the course of 

the war a number of Aramaean tribes were subdued. The crowning 

achievement came in 729 when Tiglath-pileser III triumphantly entered 

Babylon, where he was crowned king of Babylon. By assuming the 

sovereignty of Babylonia himself the Assyrian king began a new phase of 

Assyria’s Babylonian policy and, in the short term, it was successful, for 

Tiglath-pileser was recognized by the Babylonians as their legitimate 

king and his successor, Shalmaneser V, won the same recognition. But, 

with the accession of Sargon II, Assyria’s right to rule Babylonia was 

challenged by another Chaldaean, Merodach-baladan. Merodach-bala- 

dan became a serious threat to Assyria’s control over Babylonia in the 

reigns of Sargon II and Sennacherib, and it is interesting to note, by way 

of conclusion to this treatment of Tiglath-pileser’s relations with 

Babylonia, that Merodach-baladan had submitted to the Assyrian 

monarch on his campaign of 729. 

O I (a 763,431); O 3 (a 763,432); A 25, no. I i 19-23; A 35 I, §§792-4, 806. Also note a 15, no. 

^33- 

^2 A 79; A 84, 70-5, no. LXV. Cf. A 532, 7—12. 
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Tiglath-pileser III ranks as one of the most industrious Assyrian kings 

for, with the exception of one year (750), he campaigned every year that 

he was on the throne, including both his accession year and the year of 

his death. Unfortunately it is not known where he campaigned in his last 

two regnal years, 728 and 727, since the Eponym Chronicles are broken 

and there are no royal inscriptions for these last days."*^ Much of Tiglath- 

pileser’s success is to be ascribed to tbis assiduity, but there were other 

factors as well. The organization and manoeuvring of the army were 

considerably improved in his reign, and weapons and military equip¬ 

ment also underwent substantial changes for the better. The provincial 

system of administration which was born in the ninth century now 

became more rigorous, with the inevitable result that the empire was not 

only more efficiently and profitably managed but also was more secure 

from foreign invasion. Of particular note is the policy of massive 

transportation of peoples which began in Tiglath-pileser’s reign. Before 

his time groups of people had been transported, but mainly to Assyria to 

work on the land and on building projects. Tiglath-pileser, on the other 

hand, systematically exchanged population groups, in order to forestall 

future attempts at rebellion in the regions involved. Another innovation 

which may be ascribed to him is the practice of putting the crown prince 

in charge of the administration of the empire while the reigning monarch 

was on campaign. It seems that Shalmaneser, while crown prince, was 

assigned this task, and the custom was commonly followed in subse¬ 

quent reigns. 

6. Building 

Given the fact that Tiglath-pileser’s main concern was the resurrection 

of the Assyrian empire, and that this entailed his being on campaign for 

almost the entire length of his reign, it is little wonder that he can be 

credited with very few building projects. The main monument which he 

left was a new palace at Calah; its first excavator, Layard, called this the 

Central Palace.'’^ The structure was raised on a platform of limestone 

blocks, which rested in the water at the edge of the Tigris. A variety of 

imported woods was employed in the palace, and it was decorated with 

various objects of precious metals. There was a pillared portico, called a 

bit-hildni, in the Syrian fashion, and the entrances were flanked by bon 

and bull colossi. Huge stone slabs, upon which Tiglath-pileser’s victor- 

« O I (a 765, 431); O 3 (a 763, 452). 

A 3 J I, §804; A 116; A 150, 314!, §§20—i; A I 5 5, 302—8; A 200, 307!; A 201. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



84 22. ASSYRIA: TIGLATH-PILESER III TO SARGON II 

Fig. 3. Plan of Calah (Nimrud). (After A 137 i, 32, fig. i.) 

ies were depicted in sculptured relief and incised cuneiform, lined the 

palace walls and many of these were recovered by modern archaeologists 

(Pis. Vol., pi. 57). In these reliefs one sees the first attempt to portray a 

sequence of events in pictorial and written narrative, although the sad 

state of preservation of the stones makes it difficult to reconstruct many 

of the sequences. The reason for the poor condition of the objects is that 

Tiglath-pileser’s palace was looted in antiquity by Esarhaddon in order 

to build his own residence, the South-West Palace at Calah. Esarhaddon 

never finished his work, with the result that modern excavators found 

reliefs of Tiglath-pileser III at both sites, many of them lying flat and 

stacked in piles. There is evidence also of Tiglath-pileser’s interest in the 

Nabu temple in Calah.At Ashur there is a record of work on the Ashur 

temple and on the Adad temple."*^ Otherwise it is only known that 

Tiglath-pileser built a palace at Ashur-iqisha (above p. 75) and did some 

construction at Khadatu (Arslan Tash) near Carchemish.'*® 

« Cf. A 1371,237-9. 

A 35 I, §822.1. Tadmor kindly drew my attention to a brick from the Adad temple which he is 

editing. 

^ A 217, 61-3, 85-7; A 219. Cf. A 218 and A 455, 88f. 
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7. Conclusion 

The reign was a brilliant beginning to a new and final era in the history of 

the Neo-Assyrian empire. Tiglath-pileser concentrated upon territorial 

aggrandizement and administrative reforms and did so with such success 

that his heirs, besides adding to these achievements, had opportunity to 

encourage their subjects in cultural pursuits, a matter for which there 

was little time to spare in the reign of Tiglath-pileser III. 

II. SHALMANESER V (726—722 B.C.) 

Shalmaneser V, also known by the nickname Ululaya, was on the throne 

for five years, but almost nothing is known of him and his time. There 

are no royal commemorative inscriptions, only a few royal labels on 

some weights and possibly a brick;'’’ there is a brief statement in the 

Babylonian Chronicle;^’ and the relevant portion of the Eponym 

Chronicle is almost totally missing.The absence of major royal 

inscriptions can be explained by the brevity of the reign; there was 

scarcely time to complete a major building project and prepare the 

accompanying commemorative inscriptions. But the scant reference to 

this king in the Babylonian Chronicle indicates that, apart from the siege 

of Samaria which it records, nothing of importance happened in this 

period. 

Crown prince Shalmaneser may have been entrusted with the admi¬ 

nistration of Assyria and the empire, in order to free Tiglath-pileser III 

for campaigning. This was the role later assigned to Sennacherib by his 

father, Sargon II, as we know from Sennacherib’s letters of the period 

addressed to his father. Letters with similar greeting formulae written to 

the king by a certain Ululayu may, as Brinkman has observed, be letters 

from Shalmaneser while crown prince to Tiglath-pileser.52 In the 

correspondence he reports on various administrative matters and assures 

the monarch that all is well in the state. When Tiglath-pileser III died, the 

crown passed to Shalmaneser (25/X/726) without any opposition. 

The most significant achievement of Shalmaneser was the conquest of 

Samaria. It is a sorely debated point among modern historians which 

king, Shalmaneser V or Sargon II, captured Samaria, but the evidence 

certainly is in favour of Shalmaneser V.55 The exact date of the siege. 

Weights: a 221, 1-12, nos. 2-7, 11—12. Brick: unpublished, cf. Laessoeapud\ 192, 73. a 35 i, 

§§828—30 is almost certainly an Esarhaddon text; see a 254, 32. 

^ A 25, no. I i 27-30. For further references in chronographic texts see a 25, 242b. 

O 5 (a 763,432). 

52 A 81, 47, no. xxxi; A 83, 159-63, nos. l, li, liii. Cf. a 535, 243 n. 1564. 

53 See A 209, 3 3-9. 
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which lasted from two to three years according to the Bible, is more 

difficult to determine.The entry, ‘He ravaged Samaria’, appears in the 

Babylonian Chronicle under Shalmaneser V’s accession year, but this 

cannot be the date of the fall; the chronicle was no doubt merely 

recording the most important event of the reign without intending a 

specific date.Tadmor dates the fail of Samaria to 722.After the 

capture of the city the inhabitants were transported, and this operation 

actually took place mainly during the reign of Sargon II. 

In addition to a siege of Samaria, Josephus (^Antiquities ix.xiv) credits 

Shalmaneser with a siege of Tyre, but no other source mentions this. 

One suspects that there has been confusion with a later king, possibly 

Esarhaddon or Ashurbanipal.^'^ It is sometimes assumed that the 

Anatolian states Que and Sam’al became Assyrian provinces during the 

reign of Shalmaneser V, since they are under Assyrian control early in 

the reign of Sargon II; but our scant sources for the period are silent on 

how this came about (cf CAH iii^.i, 415-16). 

Shalmaneser continued the Babylonian policy adopted by Tiglath- 

pileser III by ascending the Babylonian throne himself, and he was 

universally recognized by the Babylonians as their rightful monarch. It is 

commonly assumed that the other name by which Shalmaneser was 

known, Ululayu, was his official name as king of Babylonia, but the 

evidence is definitely against such an assumption and Brinkman has 

suggested that Ululayu was a nickname derived from the date of 

Shalmaneser’s birth (presumably in the month of Ululu).^® Chaldaean 

opposition to Assyrian rule in Babylonia continued in this reign and 

there is reference in an Aramaic document of a later date to Shalma¬ 

neser’s transportation of people from Bit-Adini in southern Babylonia 

(not to be confused with the Syrian province of the same name).^^ There 

is a fragmentary Akkadian letter in which Shalmaneser may be men¬ 

tioned in connexion with the special status {Jtidinnutu) of Babylon.If 

one can believe the testimony of Sargon, Shalmaneser incurred dis¬ 

pleasure by imposing tax and corvee on the traditionally free cities, 

Ashur and Harran, and thus precipitated a revolution in which his 

throne was seized by Sargon. 

III. SARGON II (721—705 B.C.) 

Whether or not Sargon had a legitimate claim to the Assyrian throne, he 

was certainly a worthy successor to Tiglath-pileser III and emulated that 

sovereign through intensive campaigning, by which he not only 

^ II Ki. 18: 9—10. A 2}, no. I i zyf. ^ a 209, 57. 

57 Cf. A 535, 244f and n. 1569; a 203. a 535, 62 n. 320. 

59 A 15, no. 233:15. Cf. A J35, 244 n. 1367. ^ k 570, 68. 
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regained lost territory but also added new holdings to the empire.^' Not 

content to be remembered only as a staunch soldier, Sargon created a 

new Assyrian city and named it Dur-Sharrukin (‘Fort Sargon’) after 

himself (Pis. Vol., pis. 48,69). The reign is well documented, there being 

an abundance of royal inscriptions,*^ chronographic texts,*^ letters,*'* 

legal and administrative documents,** astrological reports,** and sculp¬ 

tured reliefs unearthed by modern excavators at Dur-Sharrukin (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 49, and see below pp. 100—i). The internal chronology of the 

period and in particular of the military campaigns is a difficult problem 

which has been treated in an excellent study by Tadmor.*^ 

I. The accession 

The accession of Sargon II to the throne is shrouded in mystery and there 

is good reason to wonder whether he was a usurper. He never mentions 

his father in all the preserved royal inscriptions, with the exception of a 

gla2ed plaque bearing a label in which he records that he is the son of 

Tiglath-pileser III.*® A similar situation raised the same suspicion 

concerning Tiglath-pileser. If Sargon was Tiglath-pileser’s son, why was 

he so reluctant to acknowledge such an illustrious parent? His name 

raises doubts too, for ^arru-kenu means ‘legitimate king’. Of further 

relevance is this king’s creation of a new royal city, Dur-Sharrukin, 

where there had never been a city before. Why did he do this in 

preference to living in the old centre, Calah? One could provide plausible 

answers to each of these questions, and even analogies from other reigns 

of Assyrian monarchs, but there is room for reasonable doubt and this 

doubt is heightened by the circumstances surrounding his accession. 

The evidence regarding Sargon’s enthronement and its immediate 

aftermath is very meagre. The main source is a document commonly 

called the Ashur Charter, in which Sargon related that Shalmaneser V 

(the name is actually missing in a lacuna but clearly this is the king 

involved) wrongfully imposed corvee on the city of Ashur, with the 

result that the gods deposed him and appointed Sargon as legitimate 

king.*’ There are two important facts implicit in this view: Shalmaneser 

was deposed by a revolution, and Sargon was not the heir designate. 

Another important statement in the Ashur Charter is: ‘Because they [the 

For a valuable, although dated, history of the reign see a 39. 

Unfortunately there is no up-to-date corpus of editions of Sargon’s royal inscriptions. For a 

brief bibliography see a aj, 236f. In the discussion of the military campaigns the sources quoted do 

not include general geographic descriptions such as those found in the great Display Inscription. 

« Babylonian King List A iv 11 (a 607, §3 King List 3); A 25 no. i i 31 - ii 6'; O 4 and O 6 (see A 
209, 84-7). See A 72-88. 

“ See A 89—109. Also note a 676, no. 70. ** See A 1032 and a 1040. 

A 209. Also cf. A 169 and a 183, 28. “ A 220. a 206. 
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citizens of Ashur] . . . came to my help.’ Although not explicitly stated, 

the help the city of Ashur provided was obviously support to Sargon in 

his bid for the throne. As a reward for this assistance Sargon abolished 

the illegal obligations imposed upon Ashur by his predecessor, thus 

restoring the city’s privileged status. In his royal inscriptions Sargon 

boasts that he restored this special exempt status {kidinnuttt) to both 

Ashur and Harran, which indicates that the latter city also sided with 

Sargon in the revolution.™ On the other hand those who opposed 

Sargon were punished after his accession, ‘6,500 Assyrian criminals’ 

being transported to Hamath.’* To this data one can add the observation 

that no foreign campaigns were conducted until Sargon’s second regnal 

year, and it is apparent that he was embroiled in domestic strife securing 

his right to rule during the accession and first regnal years.™ 
Before drawing any conclusions it is relevant to note the obvious link 

of Sargon’s name with that of Sargon of Akkad, one of the greatest of all 

ancient Mesopotamian kings. During the Sargonid period in Assyria 

there is evidence of a revival of interest in this older monarch, in that 

several literary texts (chronicles, omen collections, legends, epics, and a 

treatise on the geography of the empire) are attested, some for the first 

time.™ Thus one is justified in believing that Sargon was not in the direct 

royal line, and that he gained the throne through violence, as did his 

predecessor, Tiglath-pileser III. Unlike Tiglath-pileser, however, he felt 

very insecure, perhaps because he was not of royal birth, and therefore 

adopted the unusual name by which he is known, and encouraged 

research into the mighty deeds of his namesake. Afraid of the old nobility 

in Calah, he founded a new city named after himself. 

2. The west: Syria, Palestine, Egypt, Arabia 

The confusion which attended the accession of Sargon II was the 

occasion for a major rebellion in Syria and Palestine. Damascus, Simirra, 

Arpad, Samaria and perhaps Khatarikka were incited to rebellion by 

Yau-bi^di of Hamath. As soon as Sargon had secured his domestic 

position, and after an initial clash with Babylonia and Elam, he launched 

a campaign into Syria, where he met the allied rebel forces at Qarqar 

(720), scene of the famous battle fought by Shalmaneser III more than a 

century earlier.™ Sargon won the day, and then proceeded south to 

™ A 55 II, §§54, 78, 92, 99, 102, 104, 107, 182; A 162, 86—9: 2. See iii^.i, 417. 

’2 Cf. A 209, 25 b, 5of, and 37f. 

23 For the chronicles and omen collections sec a 2 5,43-9; for the King of Battle Epic see ibid. 5 7 

n. 60; for the Birth Legend see a 26, 8 n. 11; for the geographical text see a 175. Cf. a 39, 27-9. 

2^ O4 (A209,94); A 3 j ii,§§5 5,125; A 80, i57fand 155, no. xviii; a 113; a 166,9,35-47 and 10,26f; 

A 183, 34f f. 4—13 (cf. p. 46); A 185, 23-57; A 202, 99—104, Room 5; A 206 lines 16-28; a 216; a new 

stela (see O. Muscarella, \.adders to Heaven (Toronto, 1981) 125 no. 83). See a 209, 37-9. 
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reconquer Gaza and to defeat an Egyptian army at Raphia on the border 

of Egypt These major victories were followed by massive operations 

in which the rebel states were reoccupied and the offenders punished; 

large numbers of people were transported to Assyria and captured 

peoples from other regions settled in their place. Although the resettle¬ 

ment of people is specifically mentioned for only two cities, Samaria and 

Hamath, the operation was probably more widespread and no doubt 

required several years to complete. 

Sargon’s initial contact with Egypt at Raphia in 720 was followed a 

few years later (716) by the posting of an Assyrian garrison on the 

Egyptian border at Nakhal Musri, a point reached previously by 

Tiglath-pileser The fortress was settled with transported peoples, 

who were put under the authority of a local Arab sheikh loyal to Assyria. 

The Egyptians, in face of Assyria’s strong position, opted to seek 

friendly relations; the pharaoh Osorkon IV sent gifts to Sargon, and 

Assyrians and Egyptians mixed freely in exchanging trade goods. It was 

probably in this same year that Sargon received tribute from various 

Arabs, including Shamshi (Samsi), queen of the Arabs, who had also 

paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser III; and transported some Arabs to 

Samaria. 

One other part of Palestine received special attention from Sargon and 

this was Philistia.'^’ Ashdod had remained outside the Assyrian orbit 

until its king, Aziru, conspired, according to Sargon, with surrounding 

kings against Assyria. Sargon therefore deposed him and replaced him 

by his brother, Akhimetu (c. 715). But the Assyrian appointee was 

disliked by the people of Ashdod, who replaced him with Yamani. The 

moment news of this second rebellion at Ashdod reached Sargon, the 

Assyrian ordered his troops to Philistia (712). Yamani fled to Egypt, 

where he was eventually put in irons by the pharaoh and sent to Assyria 

as a gesture of goodwill. Ashdod, Gath and Asdudimmu were besieged 

and conquered, their populations transported and peoples from the east 

settled in their place. There is no further reference to troubles in 

Palestine during the reign, and it may be assumed that the vigorous 

campaigns and extensive pacification measures were successful. The 

major gains on this front were, then, the extension of Assyrian power in 

Philistia to embrace three more city states, Ashdod, Gath and Asdu¬ 

dimmu, and the intimidation of Egypt, by establishing a bridgehead at 

Nakhal Musri, resulting in friendly and profitable exchanges. 

See A 160; A 174. 

A 35II, §5 5; A 185,125-5; Nineveh Prism (see A 209,95 a). See a 19, loi-i i; a 171,42-8; a 188; a 

209, 77f and see below, p. 692. 

^ A 55 ii,§§62f, 79f; A 80, 154f, 152f,no. xvi andcf. a i i, i 18; a 185, 249~<>2; a 224,49f; Nineveh 

Prism (see a 209, 95b). See a 15 5, 27-41; a 180; a 18i; a 209, 25, 79^, 8392-4; a 213. 
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A word at this point on Sargon’s relations with Cyprus is appropri¬ 

ate.'^® In the royal inscriptions it is recorded that seven kings of Ya^, a 

district of Yadnana (Cyprus), sent precious gifts to Sargon. He in return 

sent them an inscribed stela to be erected in their land, and this very 

object was discovered in Cyprus in the middle of the nineteenth century. 

It may be that people as well as gifts came to Sargon from Cyprus, for 

men called Papu were present in Sargon’s court, and one is inclined to 

identify them with the name of the Cypriot city, Paphus.^^ The Papu in 

Sargon’s palace eventually caused some disturbance in league with 

peoples to the north of Assyria.®o 

3. The west: the upper Euphrates and Anatolia 

Sargon’s activity on the Anatolian frontier was essentially that of 

consolidation and fortification against two major powers, the Mushki 

(Phrygians) led by Mita (Midas) and the Urartians under Rusa I and later 

Argishti II. The campaigns of Tiglath-pileser III had established the 

Assyrian frontier in the Taurus range in dangerous proximity to the 

domain of Midas, who felt threatened. The war between Midas and 

Sargon resulted in some territorial gains for Assyria, but the most 

significant achievement was peace with Midas after bitter and prolonged 

animosity. Midas always avoided open conflict with Assyria, preferring 

like Urartu to form alliances with the various small states in the buffer 

zone of eastern Anatolia and to encourage them to rebel against Sargon. 

It is these states that bore the brunt of Assyria’s hostility, for they became 

the battlefield. 

Before describing these events a word about the historical geography 

is needed; for both the political and the geographical scene in this region 

are extremely confusing, not only because of the intrigues and changing 

alliances, but also because of uncertainty about the territory covered by a 

given place name.®' By the beginning of Sargon’s reign the frontier of 

Assyria in Anatolia stretched westwards to include a number of eastern 

Anatolian kingdoms: Que was ruled both by the local prince and by an 

Assyrian governor; Melid, Atuna (Tuna), and Tabal (a name which 

included several kingdoms) were still governed by indigenous kings 

who held allegiance to Assyria. On the map these states form a diagonal 

line running south west through the Taurus mountains from Melid on 

the upper Euphrates to Que on the Cilician coast. This frontier was fairly 

flexible when Sargon began to rule, but he would gradually strengthen it 

as Midas endeavoured to break it. 

’8 A 35 II, §§70, 179-89; A 170, 191-4 vii 25-44; A 185, 457—67. See a 126, 214. 

See A 41, 369; A 344 III, 802; A 254, 60 V 66. so ^ 76—8. 

8^ See CAH iii^.i, chapter 9. Sec also a 155, 190-3; a 198, 29-34. 
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The Phrygian first tried to weaken the centre by plotting with one of 

the kings of Tabal, Kiakki of Shinukhtu. Sargon launched a campaign 

against Kiakki in 718, defeated him, looted his city, and added it to the 

holdings of Kurd of Atuna.^^ Undeterred by this failure, Midas inidated 

intrigue even farther within Assyria, inciting Pisiri of Carchemish to 

rebel. This was an excellent excuse for Sargon to annex Carchemish, 

whose loyalty had always wavered, as a province: the Assyrians 

recaptured the city (717), carried off Pisiri with his family and other 

people to Assyria, and replaced him with an Assyrian governor.So 

ended indigenous rule in Carchemish; eventually Assyrians were settled 

in the area. This first phase of Midas’ anti-Assyrian strategy ended in 715, 

when Assyria took the offensive and recaptured some border towns of 

Que which the Phrygians had seized earlier.®"* 

In subsequent years Urartu allied with the Phrygians against Assyria, 

and another king of Tabal, Ambaris of Bit-Burutash, was persuaded to 

join them. This defection particularly vexed Sargon, for when Khulli, 

father of Ambaris, had died the Assyrian had sanctioned Ambaris’ 

accession to the throne and had even given him his own daughter in 

marriage, and suzerainty over Khilakku. In 715 Sargon despatched an 

army to seek vengeance and Ambaris, with his family and leading men, 

was taken prisoner.®® It is at this point, Urartu having been effectively 

silenced on the north-eastern frontier by the campaign of 714, that the 

Assyrian king recognized the need to defend his Anatolian front more 

effectively. He constructed ramparts and fortifications in Bit-Burutash 

and Khilakku, settled there peoples transported from other regions, and 

installed his own governor, thus making the area a province.®® It would 

appear that the loyalty of Kurti of Atuna, which was once a vassal state of 

Tiglath-pileser III, was in doubt during this period, but Kurti promptly 

ended suspicion by paying homage to Sargon when he heard of the fate 

of Ambaris.®'^ 

The scene now shifts to the northern extreme of the boundary, Melid 

on the upper Euphrates. At some earlier date the Assyrian had set a new 

king on the throne of Melid, Tarkhunazi by name, but this ruler together 

with Tarkhulara of Gurgum, a state which had paid tribute to Tiglath- 

pileser III, had been lured into the Phrygian camp. Sargon’s punishment 

of the defectors seems to have stretched over two years, Melid in 712 and 

Gurgum in 711.®® Melid was captured and when Tarkhunazi took refuge 

O4 (see A 209,94b); A 35 ii,§5 A 170,179-82 iv 50-5; a 183,36f r. 17-19; A 185,68-71. For 

the reading ‘Kurti’ (rather than ‘Matti’) sec CAH 418. 

O 4 (see A 209, 94b); A 170, 179-81 iv 13-24; a 183, 36f r. 20-2; a 185, 72-6; a 209, 22f. See a 

177, 72f and CAH 418. 

A 170, 182-4 V 54—40; A 185, 118—20, izjf. 

A 35 n, §55; A 170, 182-4 V 13-33; A 185, 194-204; Nineveh Prism (see a 209, 95). 

Cf. J. D. Hawkins, ‘Hilakku’, in a 16, 4,402f. 

^ Nineveh Prism (see a 209, 95). Cf. a 177, 79; a 209, 92—4. 
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in another city, Til-Garimmu, its citizens opened their gates to the 

Assyrians; the luckless fugitive was transported with his family and 

followers to Assyria.Gurgum was also taken, but there is some 

confusion in the sources as to whether Tarkhulara, its ruler, was 

murdered by his son, Mutallu, or transported by the Assyrians. 

Following the practice recently adopted in Tabal, Sargon organized the 

area as a province with a governor and fortified it; defences were 

strengthened in old cities, new garrison towns constructed, and Sudan 

bowmen stationed inside. Melid was handed over to Mutallu of 

Kummukhu. 

A dramatic turn of events occurred about 709, when Assyria once 

again went on the offensive against the Phrygians.^' By this time the 

Cimmerian invasion of Anatolia may have begun, thus forcing Midas to 

seek an end to hostilities with Assyria.In any event, the Assyrian 

governor of Que carried out border raids on provinces under Midas and 

was so successful that the Phrygian king sued for peace. He sent a 

message to Sargon by way of the Assyrian governor at Que, and the 

message was relayed to the king, who was in Babylonia at the time. 

Sargon was delighted and, in a letter recently discovered, instructed his 

governor to agree to peace.^^ j-jg further directed him to return Phrygian 

captives to Midas as a gesture of goodwill, and to keep an Assyrian 

envoy at his court. Subsequently a formal Phrygian delegation travelled 

to Sargon in Babylonia, and peace was established between the two 

powers. This marks the close of hostilities between Assyria and the 

Phrygians but not of rebellions in eastern Anatolia. 

Some of the kingdoms of Tabal were restless in this period, as is 

evident from statements in Sargon’s letter to the governor of Que just 

mentioned, and Mutallu of Kummukhu, once a trusted vassal, now 

changed his allegiance to Argishti II, king of Urartu. Mutallu fled in the 

face of an Assyrian punitive campaign, but his city was captured in 708 

and his family and people carried off.’'* They were eventually settled in 

southern Babylonia, in the area occupied by the tribe of Bit-Yakin, and 

people of Yakin, who had recently been subdued, were resettled in 

Kummukhu.Kummukhu was now organized into an Assyrian pro¬ 

vince with a governor and militia. The last regnal year of Sargon, 705, 

saw one final expedition against troublesome Tabal. On this campaign 

Sargon was killed in action, but unfortunately no details of the event are 

O4 (see A 209, 96a); A 35 II, §§6of; a 170, 182—5 v 41—76; a 185, 204-49; Nineveh Prism (sec a 

209, 96a). ^ A 170, 185; A 177, 75; CAhi I, 420. 

A 35 II, §71; A 185, 444-54. Regarding the date cf. a 198, 33. 

^ See iii^.i, 42of. ^ 198, 22-5; cf. a 172. 

^0*4 and O 6 (see a 209, 96b); a 35 ii, §64; a 170, 179-81 iv i-i2; a 177, 80; a 178; a 183, 70; 

467-71: 12. 

^5 In addition to the sources in n. 94 see: a 55 ii, §69; a 183,65: 13-16. 
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preserved.^ His death was the signal for the rebellion of Tabal to be 

joined by Que, Khilakku and Melid (CAH iii^.i, 426). 

4. Tie north and north east 

The kingdom of Urartu still sat atop Assyria with limbs stretched out 

west and east into Anatolia and Mannaea. Assyro-Urartian contacts 

occurred at these two extremities and were inevitably interrelated, the 

scene of major action shifting back and forth from west to east, while 

Sargon, with a network of informants on the Urartian border, was kept 

aware of events in the enemy capital, Tushpa.^® Sargon’s dealings with 

Urartu in Asia Minor have already been discussed, and it is now time to 

describe events on the eastern frontier. 

When the reign began, Assyria claimed control over the western 

Mannaeans from the headwaters of the lower Zab (Uishdish and Zikirtu) 

across Namri, Lullumu (formerly Zamua), Karalla, and Allabria to the 

Diyala river. From there it was the Median sphere of influence, although 

Assyria held sway over Ellipi, Parsua, and Kharkhar in the upper reaches 

of the Ulaya river. But only three of these provinces, Lullumu, Parsua, 

and Namri, remained loyal during Sargon’s early and difficult years, the 

Mannaeans being wooed to the Urartian side and the Median states 

denying allegiance and tribute to any outside power. In addition the 

Cimmerians were now on the scene; and while their primary impact was 

felt by the Urartians and Mannaeans, the Assyrians were justifiably 

concerned.^’ By means of campaigns concentrated in the years 719 to 

713, Sargon retrieved the territory temporarily lost, added new domains 

to the empire, and dealt a crippling blow to Urartu. 

The disaffection of the Mannaean states was high on Sargon’s list of 

priorities, for as soon as he had looked to the more pressing problems on 

the western and southern fronts, he began in 719 to campaign to the 

north east.'00 His first objective was to relieve a faithful Mannaean vassal 

from the days of Tiglath-pileser III, Iranzu, who was being hard pressed 

by two neighbouring rulers. These rebels were being supplied with 

troops and cavalry by another Mannaean, Mitatti of Zikirtu, who had 

renounced allegiance to Assyria in favour of Urartu. The rebels were 

defeated, their cities captured, the fortifications torn down, and people 

and property carried off. Sargon continued the campaign to subdue the 

Sukkaeans, Balaeans, and Abitiknaeans, who had joined with Urartu 

against Assyria. These people were uprooted and transported to Syria. 

^06 (see a 209, 97 and n. 311); a 25, no. i ii 6' (cf. p. 238a). 

^ On the geography of this region during Sargon’s campaigns see A33;ai38;ai39. Regarding 

the reliefs relevant to these campaigns sec a 1 j 5, 266-82. 

^ Cf. A 164; a 168. 99 Cf y2, no. 112. a 183, 34f r. 13—16; a 185, j8-68. 
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The north-eastern offensive had barely begun, however, before 

Sargon was forced to return to the west to cope with the intrigues of 

Midas in Anatolia, and he could not resume the offensive until three 

years later, in 716. By this time the Urartian conspiracy had grown and 

blossomed. The traitor Mitatti of Zikirtu had been joined by Bagdatti of 

Uishdish in rejecting Assyrian vassaldom, and the allied forces had 

fought and won a pitched battle with Mannaeans loyal to Assyria on 

Mount Uaush, slaying the defeated leader Aza. An Assyrian raid, 

concerning which there are no details, had managed to capture one of the 

insurgents, Bagdatti, and his flayed skin had been displayed on Mount 

Uaush, scene of his former victory. Aza had been succeeded by his 

brother, Ullusunu, who joined the alliance with Urartu and managed to 

persuade two other rulers, Ashur-le^u of Karalla and ltd of Allabria, to 

join him. This was the dangerous state of affairs in 716 when Sargon 

returned to this front. 

In 716 Ullusunu was Sargon’s first target. Izirtu, his capital, was 

captured and burnt and Ullusunu, according to Assyrian sources, 

begged for mercy. Sargon spared his life and re-established him on the 

throne as an Assyrian vassal. Ashur-le^u and ltd did not fare so well: both 

were taken in irons to Assyria and Karalla was added to the province of 

Lullumu, while Allabria was put under the authority of Bel-apla-iddina 

of Pattira. But the campaign had only started. Sargon now turned his 

face to the south east and conquered some cities which he added to the 

loyal province of Parsua. Another city, Kishesim, was captured, its ruler 

abducted and replaced by an Assyrian governor, the city renamed Kar- 

Nergal, and several captured regions added to it to form a province. 

At this stage Sargon approached Kharkhar. Four years previously the 

people of Kharkhar had expelled their ruler, a faithful Assyrian vassal, 

and pledged allegiance to Dalta of Ellipi, who had, apparently, tempor¬ 

arily strayed from the Assyrian fold since the days of Tiglath-pileser III. 

Sargon took Kharkhar, renamed it Kar-Sharrukin, appointed his own 

governor, added territory to the province, and eventually resettled 

people there from another area. The campaign concluded with a deep 

thrust into Median territory, and on his return Sargon formally received 

in Kharkhar tribute from twenty-eight rulers of the land of the Medes.’°2 

In the face of Assytian aggression Rusa I now stepped up his 

involvement in the east, seized several fortresses belonging to Ullusunu 

and persuaded another Mannaean governor, Daiukku, to side with 

him.’03 In 715 Sargon returned to the area, recaptured the fortresses, and 

101 O ^ (see A 209, 94b); A 166,Sumer 47“59 Sumer lo, 27-55; a 170, 176?ii; A 185, 56-45 r. 

25—71; A 185,78-100; A 224,41; cf. A 202,102—4, Room 2.Cf. A 82,191-5 and 209f, no. 42. See a 194. 

102 'X'he geography of this part of the campaign has been discussed by a 185, 29-55. 

103 The name Daiukku has been regarded as the Assyrian form of the name Deioces, the first 

Median king. See Hdt. 1,96-102 andcf. a 41, 245—9; a 207; 51 n. i. But Daiukku is called a 

Mannaean, not a Mede, and the theory is very doubtful. 
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carried off Daiukku with his family.**^ Now he invaded Urartian 

territory and captured several fortresses including those in Andia. 

Yanzu, king of Nairi in Khubushkia, sent him tribute. In the south east 

the Assyrian army pacified the areas which had been joined the previous 

year to the province of Kharkhar and went on to conquer more Median 

territory. Once again Sargon concluded his penetration of Media with a 

ceremonial receipt of tribute in Kharkhar (Kar-Sharrukin). The 

campaign was a great success; for, in addition to re-establishing his 

control over Uishdish and Kharkhar, Sargon had expanded his holdings 

in Media, seized Andia on the Urartian border, and even captured some 

Urartian border points. 

The year 714 witnessed the greatest campaign on this frontier and one 

of the most significant achievements of Sargon’s career.A unique 

narrative of this expedition is preserved in the form of a letter to the god 

Ashur and, while the chronological and geographical sequence of the 

text is not totally trustworthy, the abundant detail is most welcome. The 

Assyrian army marched to the province Lullumu, where Sargon 

inspected the troops and then led them on the way to Zikirtu and Andia. 

At some point in the march tribute was received from several rulers; 

Ullusunu of Uishdish, Bel-apla-iddina of Allabria, Dalta of Ellipi, and 

the rulers of Parsua, Namri and Median areas. Ullusunu came out to meet 

Sargon, crawling on all fours like a dog, and pleaded with the Assyrian 

for vengeance against Rusa I who had taken Uishdish, forcing Ullusunu 

to flee. 

After a splendid banquet to celebrate the meeting the Assyrian army 

advanced. Gizilbundi, an area which had been lost to Assyria since the 

reign of Adad-nirari III, quietly submitted to Sargon. Upon arrival at the 

borders of Zikirtu and Andia the Assyrians reinforced a fortress and then 

invaded Zikirtu. It will be recalled that Mitatti of Zikirtu, an Urartian 

ally, had for years been instigating anti-Assyrian hostilities in Mannaea, 

and in face of the invasion he fled. 

The Assyrians left Zikirtu and proceeded to Uishdish, where one of 

the most dramatic incidents in Assyrian history occurred. The Urartian 

army led by Rusa and joined by the troops of Zikirtu had assembled in 

Uishdish to avenge Mitatti. Reports reached Sargon that the enemy was 

lying in wait for him in the mountains and, rather than pause to allow his 

troops time to rest after their arduous march, Sargon pushed forward to 

catch the enemy by surprise. The scene is dramatically depicted in the 

letter to the god. The Assyrians, tired, hungry, and thirsty from a long 

route march were momentarily dismayed to find the full force of Urartu 

O4(see A 209,95a); A 166, j’aw<r9,214-24; A 18s. 101-17; A 202,98fand 104 Room 14; a 224, 
46!; Nineveh Prism (see a 209, 9ja). 

04(see A 209,95a); A 166, J'«jwfr9, 225-8;a 170, i77fiii 1-41; a 185,127-65; A 191; a 202,98, 

Room 13; A 215; A 222; A 223; A 224,47!; Nineveh Prism (see A 209,95). See a 33; a 184; A 195; a 196; 

A 197. 
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before them, but Sargon acted with lightning speed. Without waiting for 

his whole army to file out of the mountains, he led an immediate attack in 

person with his household cavalry. The Urartians were caught off guard 

and the charge broke their ranks. Sargon spotted Rusa in his chariot in 

the midst of the melee and rode straight for him. Rusa’s horses were slain 

and the terrified king, leaping upon a mare, fled the battlefield. His ally, 

Mitatti, was caught and killed. The Urartian host panicked and ran after 

their fleeing king. The Assyrians pursued them into the mountains 

where, Sargon boasts, those they did not kill perished in the snow. 

It was a total rout of the Urartian army, if one can believe the Assyrian 

sources, and the invaders ravaged the border areas of Urartu up to the 

shores of the ‘rolling sea’ (Lake Urmia). The letter to the god, the major 

source for this campaign, provides unusual detail about the areas 

conquered. It describes the method of training horses in Ushqaia and the 

elaborate waterworks in Ulkhu. The Assyrians also penetrated the 

region of Yanzu, king of Nairi, who came with tribute to meet Sargon. 

The final achievement of the campaign was the sack of Musa?ir, the 

sacred city of Urartu which was located near the source of the upper Zab. 

Urzana, king of Musasir, had for years been torn between loyalty to 

Urartu and to Assyria. This is apparent not only from letters of the 

period but also from an Urartian royal inscription in which the Urartian 

king boasts of the conquest of Musasir.Sargon’s decision to attack 

Mu§a§ir was taken, according to the letter to the god, after the Assyrians 

had begun the homeward march. Ominous signs appeared and the 

diviners, who regularly accompanied the Assyrian army on campaign, 

interpreted them to mean that Sargon would attack, capture and destroy 

Musasir. One of the portents is of particular interest, for it was a lunar 

eclipse which can be dated to the evening of 24 October 714 b.c., thus 

happily providing a precise date for the campaign. It is also significant to 

note that a lunar eclipse was usually regarded as an unfavourable omen, 

but on this occasion it was twisted around to be unfavourable for 

Musasir. Here is an excellent illustration of both the intricacies of 

Assyrian divination and the cunning of Sargon. When the eclipse 

occurred on that evening, a sudden dread must have befallen the camp. 

Sargon, faced with troops ready to panic, probably personally influenced 

the diviners to allay everyone’s fears by declaring that the portent meant 

disaster for Musasir, not Assyria, thus swiftly turning the cause for fright 

into incitement to further conquest and plunder.A little more than 

two centuries later a similar deft interpretation of a solar eclipse was said 

to have inspired Xerxes’ army to cross the Hellespont to conquer 

Greece.'®® 

*0^ A 72, nos. 409, 768, 891, 1079; A 186, no. 264; cf. a i68, 77f. 

Cf. A 195, i37f. Hdt. VII, 39. 
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The Assyrian army stormed down upon Musasir, the terrified people 

opened the gates without attempt at resistance, and Sargon marched in 

to thoroughly plunder the city. The list of spoil is long and lavish and 

includes the image of the god Khaldi. Musasir became an Assyrian 

possession with the obligation to pay taxes and perform corvee. Rusa 

was so overcome by the sack of Musasir that, according to an Assyrian 

account, he killed himself with his sword. Thus this campaign not only 

added considerably to the territorial extent of the Assyrian empire, it also 

precipitated a change of monarch in Urartu. The new king, Argishti II, 

refrained from hostile acts on the north and north-eastern frontier, and 

so Sargon could turn his attention to the damage done by Urartian 

intrigues in Anatolia (see above pp. 91-2). 

The absence of Urartian activity on the north-eastern front did not 

mean the immediate end of trouble after 714. In 715 Assyria had to deal 

with insurrections in two states, Karalla and Ellipi.'^^ Karalla, as noted 

above, had been forcibly annexed to the province of Lullumu in 716. 

Now the people had rebelled, expelled the Assyrian officials and put over 

them Amitashi, brother of the unfortunate Ashur-le’u. In 715 the 

Assyrians defeated the rebel forces and organized Karalla as a province 

in its own right. As for Ellipi, its ruler Dalta had remained loyal but some 

of his districts rebelled and drove him out. The Assyrian army stormed 

into the insurgent areas, slaughtering and plundering, and restored 

Dalta as their ruler. Sargon boasts that he received tribute from forty- 

five Median rulers on this campaign, in addition to the tribute of his loyal 

vassals, Ullusunu and Bel-apla-iddina. Both Ellipi and Karalla continued 

recalcitrant, however. When Dalta of Ellipi died, two of his sons (by 

different wives) fought over the throne and this resulted in a division of 

the kingdom. One claimant, Nibe, allied himself to Elam, while the 

other, Ispabara, turned to Assyria for help. Sargon despatched an army 

in 708 which defeated Nibe, supported by an Elamite army, and 

confirmed Ispabara’s right to rule."0 Disturbances in Karalla are known 

to have taken place, since the Eponym Chronicle, in a badly broken 

section, has this laconic entry for the year 706: ‘The officers in Karalla’.”' 

Obviously an Assyrian army had been sent to pacify the province once 

again, but further details are wanting. 

5. Babylonia and Elam 

The question of control over Babylonia was a more serious problem in 

the reign of Sargon II than it had been in that of Tiglath-pileser III, for 

Assyria lost Babylonia at Sargon’s accession and it was not recaptured 

't” 04 (see A 209, 9jb); A 170, i77f iii 42-56; a i«), 16J-94; Nineveh Prism (see a 209, 95). 

A 35 II, §65; A 18), 73: 13-75: 8. O 4 and O’ 6 (see a 209, 97a). 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



^8 22. ASSYRIA: TI G L A T H-PI LES E R III TO SARGON II 

until near the end of the reign. Probably Sargon had intended to 

continue direct rule over his southern neighbour, but he was forestalled 

in his intention by the wily leader of the Chaldaean tribe Bit-Yakin, 

Merodach-baladan II, who first appeared in the time of Tiglath-pileser 

111.1^2 Merodach-baladan seized Babylon during the confusion sur¬ 

rounding the accession to the throne of Sargon II, and he maintained his 

control, using bribes to purchase Elamite assistance, for twelve years 

(721—710). In 720, the same year in which the Syrian rebellion occurred 

(see above, pp. 88—9), the Assyrian garrison at Der was attacked.'*3 The 

outcome of this conflict is described in three different ways in the three 

main sources: Sargon claimed a victory in his royal inscriptions, 

Merodach-baladan did the same for Babylonia in his cylinder inscription, 

and the Babylonian Chronicle recorded that the Elamite army, led by 

king Khumban-nikash, defeated the Assyrians before Merodach-bala¬ 

dan even arrived on the battlefield. The last version is, no doubt, closest 

to the truth and Sargon, occupied with other military matters, was 

forced to leave Merodach-baladan to rule unchallenged until 710. 

It was in 710 that the Assyrian launched his major offensive against 

Merodach-baladan and his ally, Shutur-nahhunte of Elam.”"* Although 

Assyria had lost the battle of Der in 720, she had retained control over 

the city itself, so Sargon directed his attack into the east Tigris region 

first where he secured a hold over Gambulu. The role of Gambulu as a 

buffer zone between Assyria, Babylonia and Elam thus begins and 

continues for much of the Sargonid period. In 710 the city of Dur- 

Atkhara was the focus of attention, since Merodach-baladan had 

stationed here large numbers of Gambulaean troops and strengthened its 

defences by heightening the walls and cutting a canal from the River 

Surappu, so that the water flooded the plain, turning the city on its tell 

into an artificial island. Despite these precautions Dur-Atkhara fell to the 

Assyrians. Sargon organized the city as the administrative centre of the 

province of Gambulu, renamed it Dur-Nabu, appointed a governor, and 

imposed upon the inhabitants the obligation to pay taxes and perform 

corvee. The surrounding region was conquered and brought under the 

authority of the governor at Kar-Nabu. 

Stubborn resistance was encountered in the marshes of the River 

Uqnu, where Gambulaean and Aramaean refugees had hidden. The 

Assyrians dammed one of the tributaries of the Uqnu with the result that 

the area was flooded and the fugitives forced out of hiding. They were 

”2 See A 552. 

"3 A 25, no. 1 i 53—7; A 185, 19-23, 262-9; ^ lines i6f; A 595, 123: 16-18. Cf. a 72, no. 1127. 

See A 25, 237a and 292a; a 532, i2f; a 606, 340-z. 

O4 (see A 209,96); A 25, no. i ii 1—5 and 1'; a 185,43: 269-59:14; a 191; a 209,99f. See a 209, 

96 regarding letters and alsonote a 72, no. 899; a 570,69,77-82, 84. See a 25,237a and a 5 32,18-20. 
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taken prisoner, while those who hngered in the marshes were attacked 

and defeated and the region added to the province of Gamhulu. At this 

point the Assyrians were on the edge of Elamite territory, and to secure 

this border they captured a number of Elamite fortresses. Sargon 

proceeded to surround Merodach-baladan by crossing the Tigris and 

Euphrates and working his way up the Euphrates through territory 

occupied by the Chaldaean tribe, Bit-Dakkuri. When news of the trap 

reached Merodach-baladan, he fled Babylon by night and escaped to 

Elam. There, according to the Assyrian account, the fugitive offered all 

his precious possessions in a vain attempt to persuade Shutur-nahhunte 

to attack Assyria. Back in Babylonia, Sargon was invited by the priests 

and people of Babylon to enter their city, which he did, and there took up 

residence for the next few years (until 707). 

Sargon’s policy towards Babylonia was conciliatory, since he did not 

hold the Babylonians responsible for the hostile activity of the Bit-Yakin 

under Merodach-baladan. He sacrificed to the gods of Babylonia, he 

ordered an army to eliminate some Aramaean brigands who had been 

plundering Babylonian caravans, and he had a new canal dug for the 

annual procession of Nabu from Borsippa to Babylon. At the beginning 

of the New Year (709) he grasped the hand of the statue of Marduk as a 

Babylonian king in the Akitu (New Year) ritual. But the war with 

Merodach-baladan was not finished. 

The month following the festivities in Babylon (11/709), Sargon was 

back in the south attacking Merodach-baladan, who had appeared in 

Dur-Yakin (modern Tell al-Lahm) in the marshes.''^ In preparation for 

the Assyrian assault the walls of Dur-Yakin had been strengthened and a 

canal dredged from the Euphrates to flood the surrounding plain, a tactic 

used the previous year at Dur-Atkhara. Undaunted, the Assyrians laid 

earthen banks across the streams of water and rushed upon the enemy 

host, which included Aramaean and Sudan auxiliaries, drawn up on high 

ground outside the city walls. While the Assyrians victoriously fought 

and plundered, Merodach-baladan was wounded in the hand by an 

arrow and slipped back inside the city. Dur-Yakin was put under siege, 

but by some means Merodach-baladan once again eluded capture and 

was not heard of again until the reign of Sennacherib. The Assyrians 

eventually captured Dur-Yakin, plundered it, and tore down its fortifi¬ 

cations. The people of Yakin were led away, and a year or so later, after a 

rebelhon in Kummukhu had been suppressed in 708 (see above p. 92), 

they were settled in Kummukhu and the people of Kummukhu settled in 

the region of Yakin. The area was divided in two with one portion under 

Babylonian jurisdiction and the other under the governor of Gambulu. 

^>5 A 25, no. I ii 2'; A 55 ir,§§54, 66-70,78,92,117, 184; a 162, 86-9:1; a 170,185—93 vi and vii; a 

185, 59: 15-67: 444 (cf. A 209, 96b); A 224, 50. See A 25, 257b and a 552, 20-2. 
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Until 707, the year in which Sargon left his residence in Babylon,"^ the 

king personally supervised conciliatory endeavours. Political prisoners 

who had been incarcerated by Merodach-baladan were freed and their 

fields in Sippar, Nippur, Babylon, and Borsippa restored to them. The 

Sutians who had seized these lands were massacred, as were Aramaean 

and Sudan robbers who lurked in the abandoned wilderness around 

Babylon. Statues of gods, which had been carried off from Ur, Uruk, 

Eridu, Larsa, Kullab, Kissik, and Nemed-Laguda were returned. For the 

remainder of his life Sargon ruled Babylonia directly and be was almost 

universally recognized by the Babylonians as their rightful sovereign. 

His fame spread thence as far as Dilmun in the Persian Gulf and two of its 

kings, Uperi and Akhundra (presumably his successor) sent gifts. 

The net gains of the campaigns were impressive. On all fronts Sargon 

had consolidated and expanded his empire; he had established good 

relations with two major powers, Egypt and Phrygia; he had seriously 

intimidated two other powerful opponents, Urartu and Merodach- 

baladan; and he had taken a firm hold of Babylonia. Sargon preferred to 

lead campaigns in person and while away from home left the administ¬ 

ration of the empire in the hands of the crown prince, Sennacherib. 

Indeed Sargon was slain on the battlefield, and this led to interesting 

results as will be seen in the next chapter. A curious fact is that, although 

Sargon indulged in the hunt as a good Assyrian king should, the only 

game he is known to have sought, according to present evidence, was 

small creatures, birds and rabbits.*'® Finally, a feature of tbe royal 

inscriptions of Sargon is that they contain more detail concerning battles 

and military tactics than the royal inscriptions of any other Assyrian. 

Some of the more dramatic scenes are found, of course, in the letter to the 

god about the eighth campaign (714), but even in the other royal 

inscriptions it is not unusual to find descriptions of incidents in other 

than stereotyped phraseology."^ 

6. Building 

As a builder Sargon II is virtually unparalleled, for he created a totally 

new Assyrian city, Dur-Sharrukin (Khorsabad) (Pis. Vol., pi. 69). While 

Ashurnasirpal II and Sennacherib are justly famous for their extensive 

development of Calah and Nineveh respectively, these had been major 

Assyrian cities before their time, and the only achievement comparable 

1 *6 Pqj Sargon’s residence in Babylon see the Eponym Chronicle and the Babylonian Chronicle as 

quoted by a 209, 96. 

A 35 II, §§70, 81, 185; A 170, 191—4 vii 20-4 (cf. p. 194); A 185, 67: 1-444 and 69: 454. 

Cf. A 176. "9 See A 481. 
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to Sargon’s is the building of Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta by Tukulti-Ninurta 

I. It has already been suggested that Sargon’s creation of a new city was 

the act of a usurper wishing both to enhance his image and to escape 

hostile elements in the old cities. But, apart from this possibility, the 

revival of the Assyrian empire which was well under way provided the 

necessary impetus to create a new centre, and it is even possible that 

Tiglath-pileser III had already entertained such an idea, it being 

postponed because of more urgent affairs. Work began on the site very 

early in the reign, the foundations being laid in yiy.'^o The location was 

approximately 25 km north of Nineveh in the foothills of the Jebel 

Maqlub (Mpsri). Sargon discovered that the inhabitants of a local 

village, Magganuba, held claim to the ground under a royal grant issued 

by Adad-nirari III, and he compensated the villagers by providing them 

with other fields, in the same general area, and issued a revised 

proclamation to certify the exchange (5/VII1/71 

The central structure in the new metropolis was the palace (Pis. Vol., 

pi. 48) in which were employed various exotic materials, all kinds of 

wood, metals, precious stones and ivory.pillared portico in the 

Syrian fashion {bit hjlani) formed the grand entrance with numerous 

columns of cedar and animal colossi in bronze and limestone. The walls 

of the palace were lined with huge stone slabs, on which Sargon’s 

conquests were depicted both in sculptured relief and in cuneiform 

inscriptions (rediscovered in modern excavations). A splendid ceremony 

celebrated completion of the palace: the Assyrian gods were brought 

inside to receive their sacrifices in an appropriate ritual, and when they 

had departed the king, his nobles, and ‘the princes of all lands’ sat down 

to a magnificent feast. A park was laid out with imported trees; shrines 

for several deities including Ea, Sin, Ningal, Shamash, Nabu, Adad, 

Ninurta and the Sibitti were erected; a residence for Sin-akha-usur, chief 

vizier and brother of Sargon, was built; and a wall with eight gates 

surrounded the city. People transported from all areas conquered by 

Sargon were settled inside and taught ‘to revere god and king’. 

Despite the special attention paid to the building of Dur-Sharrukin 

Sargon did not neglect other Assyrian centres. At Ashur he refurbished 

the temple of the god Ashur, Ekhursaggalkurkurra, restored the 

processional way of the forecourt, and did some repairs to the palace and 

the Sin-Shamash temple.*^3 His main work at Nineveh was reconstruc¬ 

tion of the temple of Nabu (Sargon calls it the ‘temple of Nabu and 

120 c 4 (see A 209, 94b). '2> A 102, no. 32. 

■22 04and06(see A 209,96); A 55 ii,§§72-5.85-90.95-4,97-114. ■ 19-23,117a, 128-31, 228; a 

72, nos. 138,452,480-4,757,813-14,1432,1442; A 81,47!and 5 5f, nos. xxxiand xxxn; a 84,70, and 

73-5, no. LXVin; A 86,178 and I9ofno. xciv; a 162,86-9: 8-11; a 170, 196-8 viii; a 185,75: 8-81: i; A 

189, 85-8; A 226, pi. 49, nos. 7, 9. See a 118; a 154; a 148; a 166; a 202, 95-104; a 205. 

A 35 ii,§§224-5; A72,no. 91; A 128,89-92; A 162,86-9; A '70,175 i 24-32; A 222. &e A 507,21. 
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Marduk’), which Adad-nirari III had earlier renewed.^^4 also restored 

the Akitu (New Year) House, according to Ashurbanipal.'^s The 

foundation of the North-West Palace of Ashurnasirpal II at Calah was in 

bad condition. Sargon cleared the site, laid a new terrace of limestone, 

and restored the building.'^6 Upon completion he invited the gods inside 

to receive their offerings and then he staged a banquet. The spoil taken 

from Pisiri of Carchemish (717) was stored inside. Sargon made some 

repairs to the palace at Ekallatu'^i and also did some work on a temple at 
Der.128 

Given the short period of time during which Sargon controlled 

Babylonia, one would not expect much building to be done there under 

his rule. In fact there is record of restoration of the Eanna temple at 

Uruk, and work on the walls of Babylon, and of an endowment for Ishtar 

of Uruk and Nanaya.'29 in the provinces there is evidence of Sargon’s 

building activities at Harran, Til-Barsib, Carchemish, Malatya, and 

Arslan Tash.’^o 

7. Conclusion 

Tiglath-pileser III and Sargon II are the pioneers of the greatest phase of 

Neo-Assyrian history; they blazed the trail on all fronts, opening new 

paths for the Assyrian armies and for the trade and culture which 

followed in their steps, and they added new domains to what was already 

the most extensive kingdom the world had ever known. After this burst 

of glory the course of events becomes a little more involved, albeit no 

less dramatic, as Sargon’s heirs are drawn into situations and problems 

not of their own making. 

•24 A 35II, §226; A 102, no. 54; A 122, nos. 29,41,69-71; A 125, i03f; A 190,18, no. viii. See a 124, 

66—9. 

•25 A 161, 35f V 33-42. *26 A 55 ii,§i38. Scc a 137 I, 93-183. ‘27 a 72, no. 99. 

‘28 A 72, no. 157. ‘29 A 560, no. 38; a 596; A 689, no. 132. 

‘30 Harran: a 72, no. 489; a 162, 86-9; 6f. Til-Barsib: a 167. Carchemish: a 228, 211 and 265. 

Malatya: cf. a 167, 164 n. 3. Arslan Tash: cf. a 218, 
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CHAPTER 23 

ASSYRIA: SENNACHERIB AND ESARHADDON 

(704-669 B.C.) 

A. K. GRAYSON 

The history of Assyria during the reigns of Sennacherib and Esarhaddon 

is slightly different in character from that of the reigns of Tiglath-pileser 

III and Sargon II in that military achievements, although still of major 

significance, do not totally dominate the scene. Indeed, apart from the 

invasion of Egypt under Esarhaddon, there are no further extensive 

conquests to be recorded. Rather the emphasis gradually shifts to 

cultural enterprises, especially great building projects, and this develop¬ 

ment is illustrated by the fact that for Esarhaddon there are virtually no 

annalistic records preserved, although there is a vast number of display 

texts in which construction and religion have the centre stage. One must 

not make too much of this transformation, however, for it is gradual and 

subtle; both kings, but particularly Sennacherib, still sent out their vast 

armies to maintain and occasionally expand the frontiers of the empire. 

I. SENNACHERIB (704-681 B.C.) 

Of the two monarchs, Sennacherib was certainly the more warhke and 

therefore a son of whom Sargon could be proud. Among the deeds of 

Sennacherib, the most creditable is his work at Nineveh, which he 

transformed into the great metropolis to be known by posterity as the 

Assyrian capital. Paradoxically, the other event of his time which would 

long be remembered in Mesopotamia was the destruction of the sister 

capital, Babylon.’ 

I. Sources and chronology 

Sources for the reign of Sennacherib are both abundant and informative. 

Of the large number of royal inscriptions a substantial proportion are 

annalistic and the information they provide is further elucidated by 

chronographic texts, particularly the Babylonian Chronicle and the 

‘ For a detailed, albeit dated, history of the reign see a 40. 
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Eponym Chronicle.^ At least some letters, in the archives of the royal 

chancellery which have been recovered, should date to this period,^ and 

there are astrological reports'* which bear on political and administrative 

affairs. There are also a number of legal and administrative documents.^ 

The bulk of the inscribed material comes from Nineveh, and this is also 

the source of a rich quantity of sculptures in the round and in relief, these 

being among the spectacular finds of the early days of Assyrian 

archaeology.^ Foreign sources, especially the Bible, are of some signifi¬ 

cance for the history of this reign.’ 

The chronology of Sennacherib’s reign is unfortunately not as certain 

as one would like. In the chronology followed by our ancient sources 

there are three different dates used as the first regnal year, 705, 704, or 

703, and it is manifest from this curious state of affairs that there was 

considerable confusion during the period from Sargon’s death on the 

battlefield to his son’s general acceptance as the new monarch.® In 

passing, it should be noted that despite this confusion Sennacherib was 

able to carry out substantial construction at Nineveh during these early 

years. To return to the chronology, there is also difficulty about the 

precise years of the royal campaigns and even about how many there 

were. The problem of the dates arises out of the fact that in the royal 

annals, as in the immediately preceding reigns, the campaigns are not 

dated by eponyms but merely numbered as first, second, third, etc. In the 

standard editions of the campaigns the accepted number is eight, but it is 

known that there were at least four additional expeditions, and there 

could have been more, since there are many years for which no record of 

military activity is preserved. It is a pity that the Eponym Chronicle, 

which could have shed light on this problem, is missing for all but the 

beginning of this reign. 

2. The Babylonian question 

One theme is predominant in the military and administrative policies of 

Sennacherib and that is the Babylonian question.® It is an axiom of 

Assyrian foreign policy that special privilege must be accorded to 

Babylonian affairs, and no better illustration of this could be found than 

in the time of Sennacherib. Throughout his reign Sennacherib wrestled 

2 Most of the royal inscriptions were edited by Luckenbill in A 270 and translated by him in a 3 5 

II, §§231-496. To this add a 250. Bibliography of additional texts will be found in a 230, 84 n. 5 and 

in A 23, 238-40 and 292; a 283. The annalistic texts have been edited in a 4, 39-80, which also 

provides an extensive bibliography of published and unpublished texts. The relevant references in 

chronographic texts have been listed in a 23, 238b, and note especially Chronicle i ii 19 - iii 36. For 

the Eponym Chronicles, O 6 and O 7, see a 763. 455. 

^ See A 72—88. Cf. A 76, I i9f and n. i. 

Sec A 1032 and a 1040. 5 See a 89—109. ^ a 147. 

’ Regarding Berossus see a 7, 34f. ® See a 269 and a 532, 22-4. ’ See a 340. 
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with the problem, attempting various solutions, but ultimately resorting 
to the most drastic action of all, the capture and destruction of Babylon. 
The resistance to Assyria centred around the figure of the Chaldaean 
Merodach-baladan II, who was eventually succeeded in this role by his 
son, but much of the actual fighting was conducted by Elamite troops 
under the direction of their king, who was persuaded by bribes to 
assist.’0 The first formal campaign of the reign was directed against 
Babylonia, and fortunately we have a detailed annalistic account written 
shortly after the event, as well as later more concise versions.'* The 
campaign began late in the year 705 and was instigated by Merodach- 
baladan, who had seized the Babylonian throne and gathered a large 
force of Chaldaeans, Aramaeans, and Elamites to support his claim. The 
revolt against Assyria was far-flung; it included Judah, if we may date to 
this period the visit of ambassadors of Merodach-baladan to Hezekiah as 
described in the Bible and Josephus.Presumably the allies were hoping 
to reap great advantage from the fact that there had been so much 
confusion about Sennacherib’s accession. 

When the army departed from Ashur, Sennacherib sent ahead to Kish 
a contingent which immediately engaged the enemy stationed there. The 
king in the interval proceeded to attack another enemy force at Cutha; he 
captured the city and then rushed to the aid of his embattled troops in the 
plain of Kish. Merodach-baladan fled the scene of battle and the allied 
army was defeated. Sennacherib went on to Babylon, where he plun¬ 
dered the palace but otherwise did not harm the inhabitants. He 
continued farther south to hunt for Merodach-baladan in the marshes 
and left behind him a smoking trail of burnt towns. Nonetheless, the 
search was in vain; Merodach-baladan was not found. Sennacherib 
turned his attention to exterminating rebel factions in large cities: Uruk, 
Nippur, Kish, Khursagkalama, Cutha, and Sippar. On the Babylonian 
throne he put Bel-ibni, a man of Babylonian descent but raised at the 
Assyrian court, in other words a puppet king. On Sennacherib’s return 
march (by this time the year 702 had begun) he captured and plundered 
numerous Aramaeans; he forcibly extracted tribute from Khirimmu; and 
he received voluntary tribute from Nabu-bel-shumati of Khararate. 

For two years Assyria, busy elsewhere, left Babylonia undisturbed and 
Merodach-baladan took the opportunity, as we know from a number of 
reports to the Assyrian court which presumably date to this period, to 
make his presence felt in Babylonia.’^ In 700 Sennacherib led a campaign. 

See A 555. 

It 06 r. 12—15 (a 765,435). A 25 no. i ii 12—25. a 270, 24 i 20 — 26i 64;48—55; 56f: 5—19; 66f: 3—9; 

76f: 7—11,13-15; 85f: 6f, 12. a 162, 94f; a 251,118—25 i 23—79; a 241,59. Possibly a 270,15 7 no. xxx 

and A 72, no. 1452 date to this or the fourth campaign; A 15, no. 233: 16. See a 296 and a 5 32, 22—6. 

t2 II Ki. 20: 12—19; 39* II Chron. 32: 51; Jos. Ant. ]ud. x.ii 2. See a 532, 31-3. 

A 570, 98; A 571, 194-202. 
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his fourth in the official reckoning, into the Babylonian marshes to crush 

the Bit-Yakin tribe of Merodach-baladan.^'* First he hunted down a new 

leader of the rebellious Chaldaeans, who is merely called Shuzubu (a 

hypocorism) but must be identical with the later king of the name 

Mushezib-Marduk. Shuzubu was defeated and fled. The victorious army 

then marched against the Bit-Yakin. Merodach-baladan fled by ship 

across the Persian Gulf, abandoning his brothers and people to the 

Assyrians, who devastated their settlements. Merodach-baladan even¬ 

tually died in exile in Elam. The Assyrians now punished Bel-ibni, who 

had been false to the Assyrian cause, taking him captive to Assyria. 

Ashur-nadin-shumi, Sennacherib’s son, was installed on the Babylonian 

throne. But the Babylonian question was far from resolved. 

The major confrontation with the rebels and their Elamite allies began 

six years later, in 694, and continued almost unremittingly until the sack 

of Babylon in 689.In 694 Sennacherib launched a campaign, the sixth 

in the official numbering, to destroy the Elamite base of the fugitive Bit- 

Yakin on the shore of the Persian Gulf.'^ To accomplish this task he had 

Syrian craftsmen build boats of Phoenician design, to be manned by 

sailors from Tyre, Sidon, and Cyprus. The ships were brought down the 

Tigris to Opis and dragged overland to the Arakhtu canal. Assyrian 

troops, horses, and impedimenta were loaded onto the ships, and they 

sailed down the Euphrates, while Sennacherib marched with another 

body of men along the bank. Making camp near the sea-shore, they were 

suddenly overwhelmed by waves and forced to huddle in the boats for 

five days and nights. It seems that the Phoenician sailors, accustomed to 

the virtually tideless Mediterranean, were caught unawares by the gulf 

tide. Eventually they were able to sail across the water where, after a 

difficult landing, they engaged the Chaldaeans in a pitched battle on the 

river Ulaya. The Assyrians won the day, plundered the area, and sailed 

their spoil-laden craft back to the king who awaited them on the shore. 

But Sennacherib had been outwitted. 

While the Assyrians had been busy on the Persian Gulf, the Elamites 

had invaded Babylonia in the north, through the Diyala valley, and 

occupied Sippar. It was a brilliant stroke and caught the Assyrians 

completely off guard. The Babylonians handed over Ashur-nadin- 

shumi, the Assyrian prince whom Sennacherib had imposed upon them 

as king, to the Elamites and he was carried off to Elam.'^ His place on the 

0 7(a 763,435) 2-9(?). A 25, no. I H 26-31. Synchronistic King List (a 607, §3 King List 12) iv 

3-6. A 270, 34fiii 50-74; 71: 33—7; 76-8: i if, 25—7;85f: 7—12; 87: 27; 89: 4-6. a 295,306-8 iv40-v 16; 

A251,140-5 iv 10—48;a 570,100,K. i307i;Bcrossus,sccAy,24;a 122,pi.lviii,fig.6(cf.a 115,26). 

See A 5 32, 26f. See a 524, 116-23; ^ 534, 244-6; a 574, 9-18. 

>6 A 25, no. I ii 36 -iii 6. a 270, 38f iv 32-53; 73-6: 48-106; 78: 28-32; 86-8: 19-36 (cf. A 162,95 

no. 7 col. b); 89f: 1-15 (cf. a 234, §91); 156: i4“7(?)- A 250, 88-91: 16-19. a 115, 25a. 

’’ See A 703, lines 26f. 
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Babylonian throne was taken by Nergal-ushezib. Few details of the 

subsequent events are preserved but it is apparent that a fierce struggle 

began as Sennacherib worked his way north, desperately attempting to 

recoup his losses. The conflict continued into the next calendar year, 695. 

On the sixteenth of Du’uzu (iv) Nergal-ushezib captured Nippur and on 

the first of Tashritu (vii) the Assyrians took Uruk. Six days later a major 

battle was fought near Nippur, and Nergal-ushezib was taken prisoner 

and transported to Nineveh. 

But Sennacherib was far from done. In the same year, 693, he launched 

an offensive (officially the seventh campaign) against Elam, where his 

son had been taken into exile. He recaptured Bit-Khairi and Rasa on the 

border and made them garrison towns under the control of the governor 

of Der. He then sacked and destroyed numerous cities, and when news 

reached the new king of Elam, Kudur-nahhunte, he abandoned his 

capital, Madaktu, and hid in the mountains. Sennacherib ordered a 

march to Madaktu, but winter suddenly set in and the Assyrians returned 

to Nineveh. Thus the final conflict with Elam was postponed. 

The last great battle between Sennacherib and the Elamite—Babylo¬ 

nian coalition was fought at Khalule on the Tigris, probably in 691, 

during the course of the eighth campaign (according to the official 

numbering).Mushezib-Marduk, whom Sennacherib had forced to flee 

to Elam in 700, returned to claim the Babylonian throne and won 

Elamite support through, according to Assyrian claims, payment of 

bribes from the treasure of Esagil. The Assyrians marched south and met 

a large force of Elamites and Babylonians at Khalule. There are two 

conflicting accounts about the outcome. The Babylonian Chronicle 

records, in its laconic fashion, that the Assyrians retreated, but Senna¬ 

cherib claims, in one of the longest descriptions of a battle scene in 

Assyrian annals, that he won. It is a fact that Mushezib-Marduk 

remained on the Babylonian throne for two regnal years after the battle, 

and this, taken together with the greater reliability of the Babylonian 

source, would indicate that Sennacherib, far from winning a major 

victory at Khalule, probably suffered a setback or at least a check to his 

advance. But he would not stop here. 

The allies had won, at best, a brief respite; within a very short time the 

Assyrians were able to apply considerable pressure on Babylonia, and 

this eventually led to the fall of Babylon itself in 689. Unfortunately we 

do not have a coherent narrative of the events.20 By the middle of the year 

after the battle of Khalule, which is to say the fifth month of 690, it is 

A 25,no. 11119-15. A 270,39iv 54-41 V i6;88: 56-44(cf. a 162,95 no. 7col. B);9of: 16-24(cf. a 

^34* §90i A 250, 9of: 19-41. 

A 25,no. I ill 16-18. A 270,41 V 17-47 vi 55;82f: 54-43; 88f: 44-5 5; 9if: 25 -r. 21. a 250,88-95: 

11—16, 47-114. See A 606, 342 and a 540, 92f. 

20 A 25, no. I iii 19-24. A 270, 83f: 43—54; 157^: 56-47. See A 540, 95-5. 
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apparent from a contemporary description that life in Babylonia and 

especially in Babylon was grim; the Assyrian siege had begun and 

famine, starvation, and death were everywhere.2' Tenaciously the 

Babylonians refused to submit for another fifteen months after the date 

of this scene; but on the first day of Kislimu (ix) of 689 Babylon was 

captured. Sennacherib boasts, in a description reeking with hatred for 

Babylon and Babylonians, that he utterly destroyed the city; he diverted 

water from the canals in order to flatten not only the buildings but the 

very mound upon which Babylon stood. As usual allowance must be 

made for the extravagance of Assyrian prose and the actual destruction 

was probably not nearly as bad as the description. 

The serious catastrophe was the traumatic effect this outrage had on 

the Babylonians themselves, for it marks a turning point in Babylonian 

history and in Assyro-Babylonian relations. Far from solving the 

Babylonian question by this decisive deed, Sennacherib had kindled a 

spark in the south that would eventually burst into the flames of a war of 

independence. For the remainder of this reign the Babylonians suffered 

in silence although they did not recognize Sennacherib or anyone else as 

king after Mushezib-Marduk was taken to exile in Assyria; in their 

official chronicles they spoke of these eight years as a period ‘of there not 

being a king in Babylon’.22 

5. Palestine 

Next to Babylon the most important area in Sennacherib’s foreign poHcy 

was in the west, especially Palestine and Egypt. The centre of interest 

was the kingdom of Judah under Hezekiah. Hezekiah had been drawn 

into intrigue with Merodach-baladan, as noted earlier, and with Egyp¬ 

tian and Nubian encouragement he had renounced Assyrian allegiance. 

But Sennacherib, once he had driven Merodach-baladan out of Babylon, 

was prepared to assert his authority in Palestine, which he did beginning 

with a campaign in 701. The history of Sennacherib’s military actions in 

Palestine is a problem for modern scholars. The two main accounts of 

the relevant events are found in the Assyrian royal inscriptions and in the 

Bible.23 In both the Assyrian texts and in the Old Testament the narrative 

concerns an invasion by Sennacherib of Palestine during the reign of 

Hezekiah of Judah and an Assyrian siege of the city of Jerusalem. 

Beyond these basic similarities, however, the descriptions are not 

identical, and, while some of this can be attributed to the different 

2' YBC 11377. See a 540, 93. 

“ A 25, no. I iii 28. Cf. the Ptolemaic Canon (a 607, §3 King List 8); d/Saoi'Acura. 

“ A 270, 29-34 ii 37 - iii 49; 6of; 68-70: 18-52; 77: 17-22; 86; 13-1 j (ef. A 162, 94f no. 7). a 251, 

130-41 ii6o-iv9;II Ki. 18: 15-19:37;IIChron. 32:1-23; Is. 36: 1-37: 38; Jos. Ant.jud. x.i 1-5. Cf. 

also below, pp. 110—11. 
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outlook and purpose of the authors, not all the difficulties can be 

resolved in this way. Let us briefly outline the events in each narrative 

and then consider the problems. 

Sennacherib’s annals state that the third campaign (701) was directed 

against Syria. Sidon and Ashkelon were taken by force but other states, 

including Arvad, Byblos, Samsimurun, Ashdod, Ammon, Moab, and 

Edom paid tribute without resistance. The citizens of Ekron (Amqar- 

runa) became frightened, for they had handed over their king, Padi, as a 

prisoner to Hezekiah, and they called on Egypt and Nubia for aid. The 

Assyrians met this allied force at Eltekeh and claimed a victory. Eltekeh 

and Timna were plundered, the rebellious nobles of Ekron were slain, 

and Padi was returned from Jerusalem to sit once again on his throne. 

Now Sennacherib laid siege to Jerusalem. During the siege the sur¬ 

rounding towns were sacked and put under the authority of Ashdod, 

Ekron, and Gaza. At this point one expects a statement in the Assyrian 

annals regarding the manner in which the siege of Jerusalem was ended, 

but instead there is a long list of booty which we are told was sent from 

Jerusalem to Nineveh. These are the events as narrated in Sennacherib’s 

annals, and there is no doubt that all of this had happened by 700 since 

the fullest account, the Rassam Cylinder, is dated in that year. There can, 

however, be no certainty about the two other pieces of Assyrian 

evidence: the reliefs upon which is portrayed the looting of Lachish;^'* 

and a fragmentary text, which may be of Sennacherib, in which is 

described the conquest of two Palestinian towns, one of them being 

Azekah (the name of the other is broken).^5 Neither Lachish nor Azekah 

is mentioned in any annalistic narrative of the third campaign. 

Turning to the Biblical account, in the Book of Kings it is stated that 

Sennacherib took all the fortified cities of Judah and then, while at 

Lachish, he received from Hezekiah a vast amount of tribute (II Ki 18: 

13—19: 37).^^ In the Book of Chronicles, where this passage does not 

appear, there is a detailed narration of the measures taken by Hezekiah to 

fortify Jerusalem against a siege (II Chron. 32: 1-21). The Assyrian sent 

an army to Jerusalem where the rab-saqeh harangued the people, trying to 

persuade them of their foolishness in relying upon Egyptian aid. 

Hezekiah, on the advice of the prophet Isaiah, stood his ground. When 

the rab-saqeh reported back to Sennacherib, whom he found at Libnah, a 

message came that Taharqa of Nubia had set out for battle. The Assyrian 

now sent an ultimatum to Hezekiah, but Isaiah assured his king that 

Sennacherib would never approach Jerusalem. The Biblical narrative 

proceeds: ‘That night the angel of the Lord went forth and slew a 

A 147, pis. 68—76. Cf. A IJ5, 44-67, and below, fig. 14. 

25 A 274, 25—39. Na’aman believes that the fragment is a description of the campaign in 701 and 

that the missing name is Gath (also not mentioned in the annals of the third campaign). 

26 Cf. Jos. Ant. ]ud. X i I. 
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hundred and eighty-five thousand in the camp of the Assyrians.’ 

Sennacherib returned to Nineveh where he was slain by his sons. 

Unless we dismiss one or both of these sources as unreliable, we are 

faced with an interesting, albeit intricate, task of historical research. 

There is no scope in these pages to discuss the problem in detail, nor to 

do justice to the voluminous pages written by numerous scholars on this 

matter;^'^ rather I shall present very briefly my own view. It seems 

obvious that the two sources are describing essentially different events, 

and that we must reckon with at least one further Palestinian campaign 

after 701. This second campaign probably took place late in the reign 

(688—681), a period for which no Assyrian annalistic narratives are 

preserved.^ Assuming this much, let us outline a hypothetical 

reconstruction. 

Sennacherib’s first invasion of Palestine took place more or less as he 

describes it in his annals. He probably won the day at Eltekeh, for he 

went on to plunder this and other towns. It is extremely unlikely that he 

suffered any severe defeat or slaughter on this campaign, since he was 

able to carry out a major attack on Babylonia the following year. The 

siege of Jerusalem ended in He2ekiah paying a huge bribe to Senna¬ 

cherib (perhaps this same incident is referred to in II Kings 18; 14-16), 

but otherwise the city was not harmed. During subsequent years, while 

Assyria was busy with other problems, Hezekiah resolved to resist any 

future Assyrian invasion by allying himself to Egypt and by fortifying 

Jerusalem to face a siege. Until 689 Sennacherib was busy with the 

Babylonian problem, but after this date he was free to launch a new 

campaign to the west. To this late Palestinian campaign one might assign 

the conquest of Azekah and the siege of Lachish. Presumably it was on 

this occasion that the rab-!aqeh made his abortive trips to Jerusalem and 

that the report of Taharqa’s advance was brought to Sennacherib. Before 

fighting commenced, however, a catastrophe befell the Assyrian camp; 

the Bibhcal narrative speaks of a slaughter by the angel of the Lord, and 

Josephus recalls in this connexion a story of Herodotus about mice 

gnawing through the bowstrings of Sennacherib’s army.^^ Whatever 

happened, Sennacherib withdrew in confusion and disgrace. How close 

this interpretation of our sources is to reality must await the test of future 

discoveries. 

4. Other military matters 

The remaining campaigns of Sennacherib are over-shadowed by his 

Elamite-Babylonian and Syro-Egyptian offensives and are not dis- 

See A 302; A 234; A 240; A 249; A 245; A 299; A 276; and the bibliography of older works in these 

references. 

^ The years 699-7, allowing one of these for the fifth campaign, cannot be entirely ruled out. 

29 Hdt. ii.i4if and Jos. Ant. ]ud. x.i 4. See a 252, 89-92. 
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tinguished by any significant territorial gains. Two campaigns, the 

second (702) and fifth (somewhere in the period 699-697) according to 

the official numbering, were directed to the mountains east of Assyria. 

On the first of these Sennacherib attacked troublesome Kassites and 

Yasubigallians in the Zagros.He captured Bit-Kilamzakh, garrisoned 

it, and transported conquered peoples to settle in it. Kassites and 

Yasubigallians were settled in Khardishpi and Bit-Kubatti, which were 

put under the authority of the governor of Arrapkha. Sennacherib 

moved on to Ellipi. Its king, Ispabara, once a vassal of Sargon II, had 

obviously changed heart, for he fled. The Assyrians swept over the area, 

adding Sisirtu, Kummakhlum, and the province of Bit-Barru to their 

holdings. Elenzash was made the capital, the name changed to Kar- 

Sennacherib, and it was put under the authority of the governor of 

Kharkhar. On his return Sennacherib received tribute from the Medes. 

On the fifth campaign the army attacked the people on Mount Nipur 

(Herakul Dag), and devastated their cities.Sennacherib then attacked 

Maniyae, king of the city of Ukku of the land ofDaiye. The king fled and 

his city was captured and plundered. 

Turning to Anatolia, as we noted earlier, several states had rebelled at 

Sargon IPs death and Sennacherib was too occupied with other frontiers 

to do much about this. None the less he did send two expeditions into 

Anatolia in successive years, 696 and 695. The first was against Cilicia 

and its allies, who are said to have blocked the road to Que.^2 Hawkins 

has suggested that in fact Que was once again friendly to and possibly a 

vassal state of Assyria and the purpose of this campaign was to assist Que 

(cf. CAH iii^.i, 426-7). Be that as it may, the rebel cities of Ingira, 

Tarsus, and Illubru were captured and the leader, Kirua, taken with 

much spoil to Nineveh. The campaign of 695 was directed against Tabal 

but was far from successful, the plunder of only one border city, Til- 
Garimmu, being recorded.^3 

One further campaign is known from a fragmentary text of Senna¬ 

cherib, as well as from allusions in inscriptions of Esarhaddon and 

Ashurbanipal.^'* This was against Arabs in the north Arabian desert and 

involved the conquest of the oasis settlement of Adummatu (Biblical 

Dumah, modern Dumat al-Jandal), where the queen of the Arabs had 

taken refuge. There can be no certainty about the date of this event. 

30 A 270, 26-9 i 65 - ii 55; 58-60: 20-55; ^7^* IV 86: i2f (cf. a 162, 94f no. 7); 157, no. 

XXVII. A 251, 124-9 i 80-ii 59. See A 55, II, 26; D.-O. Edzard, ‘Jasubu’, in a 16,5, 271; a 286, 97—9. 

31 A 270, 55—8 iii 75 — iv 51; 63-6; 7if: 57—47; 77: zzf; 86: i6f (cf. a 162,94f no. 7). a 251, 144-7 iv 

49-91. See A 287, 60. 

32 A 270,6 if iv 61-91; 77: 24; 86: I7f (cf. A i62,94fno. 7). a 251,146—51 iv 92 —v 28; Berossus, see 

A 7, 24. Cf. A 178, I 5 5f; A 172. 

33 A 270, 62f V 1—22; 77: 24f; 86: 19. a 251, 150-3 v 29-52. 

3^ A 270, 92f r. 22—7; A 254, 53: I—5; A 544, II, 216-19 222-5. A 256, 8-11; A 19, 117-23. 
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although some have suggested 690 since the narrative in Sennacherib’s 

text follows immediately upon a description of the eighth campaign. 

In the realm of military strategy and tactics there are some features in the 

reign of Sennacherib which should be noted. On his first campaign he 

employed two separate contingents, one initially to engage the enemy at 

Kish while the main body of the Assyrian army attacked Cutha in force. 

The manoeuvre was successful; the first contingent was just able to hold 

its own until Sennacherib had been victorious at Cutha and could rush to 

its aid. An ingenious strategy was the use of Phoenician boats on the 

sixth campaign to transport troops across the Persian Gulf, although 

Sennacherib was outwitted on this occasion by the Elamites who cut off 

the Assyrians by an invasion of northern Babylonia. Sennacherib clearly 

understood the power of propaganda as illustrated by the rab-saqW% 

attempt, so vividly described in the Bible, to persuade the king and 

inhabitants of Jerusalem to submit without a struggle. As mentioned 

earlier, a similar method was employed by Tiglath-pileser III at Babylon. 

Finally, the texts of Sennacherib contain more details about siege 

techniques than are usually found in Assyrian royal inscriptions, but 

whether this indicates a great advance in siege methods in his reign or is 

to be attributed to some other cause must remain an open question. 

5. Building 

The most outstanding achievement of this reign was a great urban 

development, the transformation of Nineveh into the leading metropolis 

of the empire.36 Sennacherib began this project almost as soon as he 

ascended the throne, and as early as 705 he had already expanded the size 

of the city and constructed a palace complete with park and artificial 

irrigation. During the remainder of his reign he not only embellished 

and enlarged these works but constructed new city defences and a 

fortress. The labour for these endeavours was provided by Chaldaeans, 

Aramaeans, Mannaeans, and people of Que, Cilicia, Philistia, and Tyre, 

who were pressed into service. Remains of Sennacherib’s great palace, 

which he called ‘Palace Without a Rival’ and which modern excavators 

have labelled the ‘South-West Palace’, were found on the larger of the 

two mounds of Nineveh, Kouyunjik. Sennacherib tore down the ruins 

of an old palace, diverted the course of a stream which had flooded the 

area, and erected a huge terrace. On this foundation rose the palace, 

decorated with all manner of exotic woods, stones, metals, and ivory. 

Cf. A 285, 194. 

^ On Nineveh’s topography, its environs, and Sennacherib’s construction there see a 124, 

106-41 and A 287. 
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Fig. 4. Plan of the South-West Palace, Kouyunjik, Sennacherib’s palace at Nineveh. (After S. H. F. 

Lloyd, Archaeologji of Mesopotamia (London, 1978), 199, fig. 142.) 

and a tremendous number of sculptures in the round (including the bull 

colossi) and in relief, many of which were recovered in modern 

excavations. These were described by Layard as ‘two miles of bas-reliefs’ 

(Pis. Vol., pis. 47, 67, 73).^^ The palace included a pillared portico in the 

style of a Syrian structure called a btt-hjlani. Beside the palace Senna¬ 

cherib created a large park, planted with a variety of imported herbs and 

fruit trees, and elsewhere he provided a number of small garden plots for 

the citizens of Nineveh. 

These gardens required water and Sennacherib devoted a great deal of 

time and expense to artificial irrigation. Early in his reign he had a canal 

A full publication of the reliefs has never appeared (cf. a 11 j, xif),butsee a 147 and a 115,1-27. 

^ A 270,94—127: 152f; A 295,308; A 162, 89; A 251, 152-67 V 53 — vii 63 and i7of viii 20-8. Cf. a 

121, 103. 
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dug to bring water from the River Khosr through Nineveh, but as his 

park and gardens were expanded, some time between 700 and 694, 

greater irrigation works were necessary (Pis. VoL, pi. 73). The requisite 

water was found in mountain springs to the north east of Nineveh, and 

sixteen new canals were excavated to conduct this supply to the city and 

its suburbs. To carry off the excess water during the flood season 

Sennacherib formed a large marsh, which was stocked with the flora and 

fauna of the Babylonian marshes. These extensive water works are 

known both from descriptions in Sennacherib’s royal inscriptions and 

from a study of the remains still visible in and near Nineveh.^’ 

At the accession of Sennacherib Nineveh was an ancient settlement 

with dark, narrow alleys winding through a maze of buildings; Senna¬ 

cherib widened the squares, cleared the streets, and constructed a royal 

road, an avenue which crossed a bridge on its approach to the park gate 

and which was lined on both sides with stelae to prevent further urban 

sprawl from encroaching upon its width.‘•o The construction of the city’s 

external defences was completed by about 694; there was a moat 

surrounding a wall with no less than eighteen gates. The modern visitor 

to Nineveh can still see the outline of the walls and moat, and some of the 

ancient gates have been excavated and restored in recent years."*' After 

completion of the palace Sennacherib built an arsenal {ekal maiarti) 

called ‘Hinder Palace’ {ekal kutallt), completed about 689, where all the 

military equipment and animals were kept. The site, which is on the 

smaller mound now called Nebi Yunus, has a great Mushm shrine on top 

and has not been excavated. But from the details in the royal inscriptions 

it appears that the fortress was similar in design to Fort Shalmaneser (see 

CAH iii^.i, z68). It was built on a terrace, on land reclaimed from the 

river, and had a wing in the Syrian style and a wing in the Assyrian style. 

There was a large paved courtyard where the horses and other animals 

could be exercised and, in addition to the military quarters, there were 

state apartments and a throne room.'’^ 

Sennacherib was responsible for other building enterprises at Nine¬ 

veh, but there is as yet scant evidence of these works. A fragmentary text 

which might be ascribed to Sennacherib tells us of activity at shrines of 

deities of which only two names are preserved. Sin and Ishtar of 

Nineveh.‘'3 A number of bricks bear inscriptions indicating that they 

came from a house which Sennacherib built for his son; these bricks were 

’’ The early waterworks are described in texts cited in n. 38. For the later works see: a zyo, 79-82: 

6-34; 114-16 viii 31-64; I24f: 43-854 162, 89!and 93!; a 130; a 241; a 25 i, 170-5 viii 29-70; a 287. 

The squares and streets ate described in texts cited in n. 38. For the royal road see: a 270, 102: 

90; 153: 15-27; 154: 9f. 

A 270,79:5f, II1-13 vii 58-viii 12,153!. a 122, nos. 79,99; a 251,166-71 vii64-viii 19- See a 

162,90-354 287,47-54. <2 ^ 2.-10, 128-34. Sec A 154. 

A 239, 95—8 and pi. 18 no. 16. Cf. A 5, i, 526. 
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Fig. 5. Reconstruction of the Akitu temple of the New Year’s festival, built by Sennacherib at 

Ashur. (After a 11 z, 66, fig. 44.) 

found on the flats just below Kouyunjik.'*^ Remnants of two other 

buildings of this period have been uncovered in modern times, one (btf- 

nakkapti) on the east side of Kouyunjik overlooking the Khosr,'’^ and the 

other on the east side of the city roughly equidistant from the two 

mounds and south of the Khosr.'** 

The chief work of Sennacherib at Ashur concerned two buildings, the 

Temple of the New Year {akitu) and the Ashur temple. Extensive 

reconstruction was carried out on the Ashur temple, including the 

opening of a new doorway facing east.**^ The ancient practice of 

celebrating the Akitu in the temple outside the city walls had long since 

been abandoned, Sennacherib tells us, and the building fallen into ruin. 

He built a new temple on the site (Fig. 5), decorated it with images and 

inscriptions depicting the myth of Ashur (not Marduk) conquering 

Tiamat, and symbolically deposited inside it a pile of rubble from the 

destruction of Babylon."*® Other structures erected or improved by 

Sennacherib at Ashur were the temple of Zababa,^® a house for his first¬ 

born son Ashur-nadin-shumi,®° a house for his younger son Ashur-ili- 

A 292; A 293, 22, 37d; A 122,125 and pis. 45fnos. 85,97, 98, loi. See A 121,103; A 124, 83-8; a 

115,2, sf, 26. 

^5 A 122, 135 and pi. 52 no. 122N. See a 121, 103 and a 124, 64-6. ^ a 284, 60. 

A 270, 144-51; A 128, 52-73; and cf. A 507, 21-9. Also note a 90, 23-8 and cf. a 507, 65 f. See 

now A 248. 

A 270, 135-43; A 128, 74-80. Also note a 90, 3-9 and cf. a 102, i2if. See a 507, 57-9. 

A 229, 29; A 102 no. 40 and 122f, 4b. See a 242, 467. ^ a 270, 15 if, xv. 
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muballitsu.^' the royal sepulchre,^^ (■}^e muslaluP the Sin-Shamash 

temple,5“* and the palace.The only other important Assyrian city at 

which Sennacherib did some construction is Arba’il, for which he 

provided water by a system of new canals,^* but it is possible that he did 

work at Calah.^^ Other building projects of this reign include the Nergal 

temple at Tarbisu,^® the wall of Kalizi,^^ a palace at Tell Billa,60 and the 

wall at Sur-marriti (modern Samarra?).*' 

6. Character 

Although it is singularly difficult to find clues to individual characteris¬ 

tics of most kings of Assyria, there are some indications of the 

personality and character of Sennacherib. Of course he was bellicose and 

boastful as any true Assyrian monarch should be, but it is in his building 

projects, in his attitude towards his father, and in his treatment of 

Babylonia that there is a glimpse of some individuality on his part. All 

kings of Assyria liked to build, but only a few built on a scale anywhere 

near that of Sennacherib’s work at Nineveh. However, it is not even the 

enormity of the work which interests us here, it is the monarch’s 

personal interest in it. He is portrayed supervising gangs of labourers 

moving a bull colossus;*^ hg interested in engineering techniques, 

such as the system of drawing water from his well;*’^ and he proudly 

boasted that he had devised a new method of casting bronze 

monuments.*^ 

Sennacherib’s attitude towards his father provides another glimpse of 

his character. While crown prince, Sennacherib had held a very respon¬ 

sible position within the empire, for he seems to have been left in charge 

of the state while Sargon conducted campaigns in person. The son 

reported to his father by means of letters, and it is to be presumed that 

these reports were frequent and related to all important affairs of state. 

Certainly the few that survive are relatively detailed and cover a wide 

range of subjects.After a standard introduction in which Sennacherib 

A 270, I jof, X and xi; a 151,52. Sec F. H. Weissbach, *A§$uriliabullitsu\ in a 16, i, 21 ib; a 547, 

215 n. 70. 52 A 270, 151, XIII and xiv. 

55 A 270, 151, XII. See Alio, 86-91; A 507, 29-51. 54 A I 28, 89-92. 

55 A 15 I, 27. 56 A 290. Cf. A 262, 29f. 

5’ Two fragmentary inscriptions of Sennacherib (ND 5414 and 5416) were found at Calah: sec a 

508, 122 and A 258, 67 and pi. xxii. Further note a 157 1, 259. 

58 a 270, 155; a 501, 41 f and 95. 59 a 270, 155, xxiii; a 246; a 247. ^ a 500, 12. 

a25o,94-6: 115-25.Furthernotethcinscribcdtilcfrom Babylon published in A654, loandpl. 

4, and cf. A762, 279. Also note the fragmentary clay tablet from Kouyunjik on which is described 

work on the temple of the god Khani; see A 270, i47f. It is unknown if the endowment of a temple at 

Shabbu (a 102, nos. 54-6) by Sennacherib involved construction. 

62 A 147, pi. 52f. 63 A 270, 110 vii 45-9 and 124: 57-9. 

6^ A 270, 108-10 vi 80 - vii 50 and 122f: 14-55. 

65 A 72, nos. 196-9, 750-1, and possibly 568,1079, 1085. See a 257 and a 540,90. Regarding 

the Nimrud letter mentioned by a 540, 90 n. 5, see now a 198, 21-54. 
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reports that all is well in Assyria, he proceeds to relate reports that have 

come to him from various sources regarding events in Urartu, Anatolia, 

activities on Assyria’s borders, flood conditions in the area of Kurba’il, 

and the receipt of tribute from Kummukhu and Phoenicia. Obviously 

Sennacherib was highly trusted by his father and performed his adminis¬ 

trative duties capably. 

Suddenly the report came that Sargon had been killed in battle. 

Sennacherib’s reaction to this news is what concerns us here. The 

circumstances of Sargon’s death haunted the son. It was most unusual 

for an Assyrian king to die in battle and it was inevitably interpreted by 

the Assyrians as a bad omen, particularly because the royal corpse could 

not be buried at home. A fragmentary text, which is usually attributed to 

Sennacherib, concerns an inquiry to the gods to discover what terrible 

sin Sargon had committed to deserve such a fate.^* Unfortunately, 

neither the circumstances of the inquiry nor its results are known. The 

ominous dread surrounding the fallen king manifested itself in other 

forms. Sennacherib, in contrast to usual practice, never mentioned his 

parent’s name in his royal inscriptions, nor did he waste any time in 

abandoning Sargon’s city of Dur-Sarrukin, which was left uncompleted. 

The character of Sennacherib is further illuminated by his treatment of 

Babylonia, since this problem eventually became a very personal affair 

for the king. The constant unrest in Babylonia was undoubtedly a source 

of vexation, indeed exasperation, to the monarch but the cruelest blow 

was the kidnapping of his son, Ashur-nadin-shumi, in 694. The prince, 

who is never mentioned again, presumably was killed in exile, and so the 

war with the Babylonians and their Elamite allies became a blood feud. 

The Babylonians were the chief culprits; for, as we know from a letter of 

a later period, they had actually handed over Ashur-nadin-shumi to the 

Elamites.®'^ The vengeful father was, therefore, not satisfied until he had 

destroyed Babylon.*® This act ended the vendetta as far as Sennacherib 

was concerned, but it confronted him with a new problem. 

When the Assyrians were pillaging and ravaging Babylon, they went 

so far as to destroy not only the temples of the gods, but the divine 

statues as well, although the statue of Marduk apparently escaped and 

was removed to Assyria. These actions were the height of sacrilege, not 

only to Babylonians but also to many Assyrians who had great reverence 

for the Babylonian deities. Thus Sennacherib had to ponder how to 

justify these acts to many of his countrymen. He began by dissociadng 

himself personally from the deed; in the passage where the event is 

described, first-person narration by the king is abandoned and the crucial 

sentence reads: ‘The hands of my people seized and smashed them [the 

“ K. 4730 published in a 306, 2,52f and edited in a 756. Cf. a 422, 193-6. 

A 705. Cf. A 540, 92 n. 18. ^ Cf. A 422, i95f. Also note a 717; a 524. 
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divine statues]’.^® But this word play was not enough; there is some 

evidence that Sennacherib resorted to religious propaganda. The back¬ 

ground for this was provided by a theological change developing in 

Sargonid Assyria, whereby Marduk was regarded as the son of Ashur 

and therefore subordinate to him.™ Sennacherib, in his dilemma, pushed 

this movement dramatically forward. When he rebuilt the Akitu House 

at Ashur (cf. above, p. ii6) he replaced Marduk with Ashur in images 

portraying victory over the dragon, and he made it manifest that this was 

directly related to the desecration of the Babylonian shrines by heaping 

up rubble from the city’s destruction inside the temple. To an ancient 

Mesopotamian this was a clear statement that Marduk had been 

conquered by Ashur. 

Even more explicit is a curious composition that seems to be 

specifically related to this occasion.^' The badly preserved text is written 

in the style of a learned commentary but in the Assyrian rather than the 

Babylonian dialect. From it one gleans a bizarre tale: Bel (Marduk) has 

been imprisoned and subjected to trial by ordeal with numerous gods, 

the chief of which seems to be Ashur, presiding. Because of Bel’s 

imprisonment the Akitu festival cannot be celebrated in the normal way, 

and there is allusion to two battles, one among men in Babylonia and one 

among the gods. There are many uncertainties about this composition 

but, as two commentators have suggested, it appears to be an Assyrian 

parody or piece of propaganda regarding the Marduk cult, the purport 

of which is to show that Bel (Marduk) had committed some terrible 

offence. It seems that the period under discussion would be the obvious 

occasion for such a text. The celebration of the Akitu festival in 

Babylonia was actually cancelled for twenty years after 689, and the two 

battles mentioned in the composition could refer to the Assyrian capture 

of Babylon and the mythological conflict which this would imply. Thus 

what had begun as a personal vendetta of the king came to have serious 

implications for a major theological movement in Assyria. 

7. Assassination 

On the twentieth of Tebet (x) 681, Sennacherib was murdered and his 

son Esarhaddon ascended the throne. The identity of the murderer or 

murderers is not certain, and the circumstances of the assassination 

remain one of the great mysteries of ancient history.™ The most detailed 

account of the relevant events is found in a royal inscription of 

Esarhaddon, written almost ten years later; some vital facts are also 

A 270, 85: 48. See A J40, 94f. ™ See a 526, 36. 

A 739; A 741; A 285; A 104 no. 268. Cf. A 644, 15f and n. 9. 

’2 For bibliography see a 44, 288 n. i, to which add: a 265, 65-73; ^ 56, 70-3; a 303; a 282. 
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found in the Babylonian Chronicle, a text of Nabonidus, Berossus, the 

Bible, and Josephus.Esarhaddon tells us that he was chosen by his 

father as heir to the throne, although he had elder brothers, and the 

choice was announced to a great assembly of all Assyrians, including 

Esarhaddon’s brothers, who swore to respect the appointed successor’s 

right to the throne. Afterwards the brothers plotted against Esarhaddon, 

slandering him to their father, who was thus turned against the crown 

prince, and Esarhaddon withdrew to an unnamed abode for safety’s 

sake; in Nineveh the brothers took to arms. But the rebellion was not 

supported by the people of Assyria and Esarhaddon returned to 

Nineveh, meeting on the way rebel forces which had gathered in 

Khanigalbat. The insurgents were overwhelmed by fear and the troops, 

far from resisting, joined forces with Esarhaddon, while their leaders 

fled the scene to seek refuge in an ‘unknown land’. Esarhaddon entered 

Nineveh and ascended his father’s throne. Such is Esarhaddon’s version 

of this momentous period. 

Turning to the other sources, under the year 681 it is recorded in the 

Babylonian Chronicle that Sennacherib was killed by his son in a 

rebellion, and that the rebellion continued in Assyria from the day of the 

murder, the twentieth of Tebetu (x), until the second of Addaru (xii), 

some forty-two days later; shortly thereafter Esarhaddon ascended the 

throne in Assyria. In the three relevant passages of the Bible the narrative 

follows immediately upon the description of the great catastrophe which 

befell the Assyrian army while on campaign in the west (see above, p. 

III). According to the Biblical narrative (II Ki. 19: 57), and a similar 

account in Josephus, Sennacherib was worshipping in the house of his 

god ‘Nisroch’ when his sons, ‘Adrammelech and Sharezer’, slew him 

with the sword. The assassins escaped to the land of Ararat and 

Esarhaddon reigned in his father’s stead. Berossus says the culprit was 

Sennacherib’s son, ‘Ardumuzan’, and Nabonidus simply says it was ‘his 

natural son’. 

The information in the Babylonian Chronicle, Berossus, Nabonidus, 

and the Bible is complementary to the narrative of Esarhaddon and, in 

fact, solves one mystery, the fate of Sennacherib, for nowhere does 

Esarhaddon state that his father was assassinated. But beyond this there 

is considerable controversy among modern scholars about these events 

and particularly about the identity of the assassin or assassins. All the 

evidence points to one or more of Sennacherib’s sons and two different 

theories have developed: that the chief assassin was an elder brother of 

Esarhaddon called Arda-Mulissi, or that the chief assassin was Esarhad- 

(a) Esarhaddon's texts: a 234,40—5 i 8 —ii 10(cf. a487,466—88); a 254,16, Episode 11;cf. a 234, 

io9f§7i. (b) A 25, no. 1 iii 54—8. (c)Nabonidus: a856,272135—40. (d) Berossus: a 7,24f. (e)II Ki. 19: 

37; II Chron. 32: 21; Is. 57: 57f. (f) Jos. Ant. Jud. x.i 5. The fa arki date discussed in a 266, 22 is not 

directly relevant. The method of murder seems to be described by Ashurbanipal in a 344 ii, 3 8 iv 7of 

(cf. A 44, 288). For another interpretation sec a 265, 215—21 and a 251, i8of. 
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don himself. Before deciding which theory seems the more credible, let 

us consider some other facts. 

As a general background it must be remembered that regicide, which 

is endemic in a military autocracy, was not unknown in Assyria. Tukulti- 

Ninurta I fell victim to a plot and Shalmaneser III may have met a similar 

fate. As to the immediate cause, it is a fact that Esarhaddon was not the 

first-born son (his name means ‘Ashur has given a brother’) and yet 

somehow he won his father’s throne. Esarhaddon claims that Senna¬ 

cherib designated him as his successor, and this is certainly true. It is 

corroborated, for example, by the fact that during the father’s reign 

Esarhaddon’s name was officially changed, obviously at the time he was 

appointed successor, to Ashur-etel-ilani-ka^in-apla which means ‘Ashur, 

noblest of the gods, confirm the heir’.'^'* Herein lies sufficient reason for a 

revolt by the disappointed and jealous siblings. 

The cause of the rebellion then points to the elder brothers of 

Esarhaddon as the most likely leaders of the insurrection and murderers 

of Sennacherib. Parpola has argued on the basis of a fragmentary letter 

that in fact the chief assassin’s name was Arda-Mulissi, the eldest 

surviving son before Esarhaddon’s appointment as heir, and that this is 

the name preserved in the garbled forms ‘Adrammelech’ and ‘Ardumu- 

zan’ in other sources.There is much to be said for this theory, but, 

given the broken state of the letter, it cannot be definitively proven. 

As to the possible complicity of Esarhaddon in the murder, if his 

brothers had turned Sennacherib against Esarhaddon by their slander, as 

Esarhaddon tells us they did, here again is sufficient motive. Other 

elements possibly related to the causes of the rebellion are strong 

resentment towards Sennacherib because of his sack of Babylon eight 

years before, and the role of the harem in political affairs under the 

leadership of Esarhaddon’s mother, Naqia, who will be discussed 

presently. But most of this is conjecture and it must be confessed that the 

murder of Sennacherib, the circumstances surrounding it, and the causes 

leading up to it, are unsolved puzzles. 

8. Conclusion 

Looking back over the events of Sennacherib’s reign there are two or 

three features which stand out against the busy background. In both 

Babylonia and Palestine the Assyrian military machine was extremely 

vigorous and, on the home front, the building of Nineveh is equally 

impressive in its own way. While the latter phenomenon was the result of 

a policy decided upon and personally directed by Sennacherib, in the 

military sphere the motivation is not so clear. How much of Sennacher¬ 

ib’s activity in Palestine and Babylonia can be attributed to long-range 

A 72, no. 1452; cf. A 234, §7 and 70. ’5 
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policy? In the case of Palestine it is fairly obvious from the circumstances 

that Sennacherib envisaged the conquest of Egypt, and that all his efforts 

in the west came to be dictated by this overriding goal, a goal that his son 

would pursue almost as soon as he took the crown. In the case of 

Babylonia, however, one setback after another was heaped upon the 

king’s head and, in a sense, he became the victim of fate; where he started 

out to find a suitable administrative scheme for Babylonia, he was 

trapped in a vendetta which compelled him to destroy the sacred city 

itself. It was a black deed that ruined his own reputation for posterity and 

was the starting-point for the ruin of the empire. 

II. ESARHADDON (680-669 B.C.) 

The reign of Esarhaddon (Pis. Vol., pi. 51), as mentioned at the 

beginning of this chapter, is unusual in that more emphasis in the official 

records is placed on cultural than on military endeavours. Nonetheless 

one of the greatest achievements of the Assyrian military machine, the 

invasion of Egypt, was enacted during this time.'^^ 

i. Sources and chronology 

The sources for the reign of Esarhaddon, although as abundant as the 

sources for the reign of Sennacherib, are rather different in character. 

This is particularly so with the royal inscriptions which are largely of the 

‘Display’ type rather than of the annalistic type and thus very uninforma¬ 

tive with regard both to the details of the campaigns and to their 

chronology.Fortunately the Babylonian Chronicle is of considerable 

help with the date of the campaigns and, because of its greater 

objectivity, it also provides important information omitted by the royal 

inscriptions.'^® This is in contrast to another document, the Esarhaddon 

Chronicle, which is a version of the reign written to shed a more 

favourable light on Esarhaddon and therefore as unreliable a source as 

the royal inscriptions. The portion of the royal archives found at 

Nineveh, which has been mentioned earlier, includes a large number of 

letters and astrological reports'^^ from this reign, and from the same site 

come a significant quantity of legal and administrative documents.®*^ 

Our knowledge is further enriched by a group of texts, oracle 

inquiries and answers, which date to the reigns of Esarhaddon and 

Ashurbanipal; these inscriptions shed considerable light on political. 

For a brief but useful history of the reign see F. H. Wcissbach, ‘A§§urahiddin’, in a i6 i, 

198—203. 

^ The royal inscriptions have been edited in A 254 and see A 5 n, i8f for additions to this work. 

’8 The relevant references in chronographic texts have been listed in a 25, 217-19. Note 

especially a 25, no. i iii 38 - iv 35 and no. 14 (the Esarhaddon Chronicle). 

’’ For letters, see a 72—88. For astrological reports, see a 1032 and a 1040. so gee ^ 89-109. 
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administrative, and military events of the period.si They are involved 

with the practice of extispicy, prediction of the future by observation of 

animal entrails. Each of the oracle inquiries contains a request for an 

answer, either yes or no, to a specific question. The inquiries are 

presented in a fixed, formal style and, when the animal entrails are 

examined, the omina are recorded at the end of the document. Unfortu¬ 

nately it is not clear from these whether the answer was favourable or 

unfavourable. From Ashurbanipal’s time we actually have replies to the 

inquiries and these give explicit answers. Both the inquiries and the 

repUes are a mine of historical information and many of them describe 

the details of projected military campaigns. Unfortunately none of the 

inquiries is dated, although occasionally the day and month are given, 

and thus they are of no help in the vexed problem of the chronology of 

Esarhaddon’s reign. From the point of view of reliefs and architecture 

the most productive site has been Calah, although some information is 

available from other excavated cities, notably Nineveh and Ashur. 

A large number of campaigns were conducted during the twelve years 

that Esarhaddon occupied the throne, but there are problems with both 

the relative and absolute chronology of these expeditions. Indeed, it is 

not even certain how many campaigns there were although later texts 

speak of ‘ten’, the second invasion of Egypt (671) being the tenth 

campaign. As with Sennacherib, this official numbering ignored some 

campaigns; there were certainly more than ten military expeditions 

before this date and there were others after it. There is no record of 

campaigns for two regnal years; the ninth year (672) is omitted by the 

chronicles, which means that either there was no campaign, or else there 

was one but it was of no interest to the Babylonian chronicler; in the 

eleventh year (670) there was a domestic crisis during which the king 

executed a number of his officers, and this would account for the failure 

to launch a foreign expedition. Briefly stated, while some campaigns can 

be given absolute dates, for others one can only provide a terminus ante 

quern, the date of the earUest text in which it is included. 

2. E^pt, Phoenicia, and the Arabs 

The political concerns of Esarhaddon were really a continuation of those 

of the previous reign, the western offensive and Babylonia. To this was 

added, however, the threat of various belligerent peoples on the north 

and north-eastern frontiers and military activity in Anatolia. We shall 

first concern ourselves with the invasion of Egypt.The friendly 

relations which were established between Egypt and Assyria when 

Tiglath-pileser III and Sargon II reached her borders had been dispelled 

by Egypt’s anti-Assyrian activities in Palestine during Sennacherib’s 

A 498; A 497; A 230. 82 ^ A 2^^ Cf ^ ^ io_ Sec also below, pp. 378, 699-700. 
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reign, and it is a reasonable surmise that Sennacherib had hoped to 

invade Egypt himself, to punish the people, Kushites, responsible. After 

his assassination, his son wasted little time in launching the Egyptian 

offensive. In his second regnal year, 679, an Assyrian army pushed right 

to the borders of Egypt, where they captured the city of Arza and carried 

off its king, Asukhili, to Nineveh.*3 Five years passed before Esarhaddon 

could follow up this initial bid, years in which Phoenician cities became 

troublesome thanks to Egyptian agents, and the follow-up was a major 

disaster. The Assyrian army, according to the Babylonian Chronicle, was 

defeated in Egypt on the fifth of Addaru (xii) 674.®^ Nothing else is 

known of this event, which is ignored in the royal inscriptions; in the 

Esarhaddon Chronicle a minor campaign to Babylonia has been substi¬ 

tuted for it.®® 

Only two years elapsed before the next attack on Egypt. No military 

campaigns are recorded for the immediately preceding year, 672, the year 

in which Esarhaddon gathered his subjects together to swear allegiance 

to his heirs, but this important event did not occupy the entire year and it 

may be assumed that much of the year was devoted to preparation for the 

next invasion of Egypt. We have an oracle request in which Esarhaddon 

asks whether this campaign is advisable and whether he will return from 

it in safety.®® At the beginning of 671 the Assyrians marched to Egypt®'^ 

and en route they laid siege to Tyre, an incident to be discussed presently. 

The Assyrian army was assisted in its progress across the Sinai Desert by 

camels commandeered from the Arabs to carry skins of water.®® Upon 

arrival in Egypt they successfully fought three pitched battles with 

Egyptian forces, all in the month of Du’uzu (iv). Four days after the 

third battle, on the twenty-second of the same month, Memphis was 

captured; Taharqa, the pharaoh, fled but his family, including the crown 

prince, was caught. Esarhaddon appointed kings, governors, and other 

officials to rule Egypt and to collect the tribute for Assyria and the god 

Ashur. 

The penetration of Egypt marks the high point in Assyria’s imperialist 

expansion. Yet it was an ephemeral accomplishment; for Egypt, 

although temporarily forced out of Palestinian affairs, was far from 

subdued, as Esarhaddon himself must have realized. Certainly he wasted 

little time in returning. After a year fraught with domestic difficulties, 

the Assyrians launched a new Egyptian expedition in 669.®^ This 

8^ A 25, no. 111148-50and no. 14:6-8. a 254, 53: i6f; 50, Ep. 7; 86§57: i iof§72: i4fr. 12. a 252, 

14 1 57-63. See A 25, 219b. Cf. A 275, 72—4 and 77 identifying Arza as modern Tel Gamma. 

8^ A 25, no. 1 iv 16. 85 ^ 25, no. 14: 20, and see 219 and 291a. 

86 A 498, no. 68. 

8^ A 25, no. I iv 23—8, no. 14: 25f; a 234,65f§28,70§§36f, 86§57: 8f, 96—100§65, ioif§67,111—14 

§§75-81. See A 25, 219b. Cf. A 275, 73f. 88 ^ 19, 137-42. 

89 A 25, no. I iv 3of, no. 14: 28f; a 497, no. 36. 
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campaign was, however, abortive, for Esarhaddon died on the way to 

Egypt and his son and heir, Ashurbanipal, was left to deal with the 

unresolved issue of the conquest of Egypt. 

A successful invasion of Egypt depended upon control of Syria- 

Palestine; Sennacherib had prepared the way by his activities in Palestine 

and he had done this so effectively that, apart from Phoenicia, no state in 

this region is known to have given Esarhaddon any trouble. Thus as 

early as 676 Esarhaddon could list all the coastal states of Syria—Palestine 

as having supplied him with exotic building materials for work at 

Nineveh; this list included Tyre, Judah (king Manasseh is named), 

Edom, Moab, Gaza, Ashkelon, Ekron, Byblos, Arvad, Samsimurun, 

Ammon, and Ashdod.^ Tyre and Ashkelon were to cause trouble after 

this time, as we shall see, but the omission of Sidon from the list is 

significant. 

The first source of trouble in Phoenicia was Sidon. Sidon had been 

captured by Sennacherib in 701 but early in Esarhaddon’s reign its king, 

Abdi-milkutti, renounced Assyrian vassalship.” In 677 Esarhaddon 

captured the coastal city and, according to his account, tore down both 

the wall and the town, but Abdi-milkutti escaped by boat. The sequel to 

this action took place in the following year, 676, according to the 

Babylonian Chronicle. Esarhaddon caught Abdi-milkutti in the sea ‘like 

a fish’ and had him beheaded in the month Tashritu (vii). His family and 

people were transported to Assyria and a new city, called Kar-Esarhad- 

don, was erected and settled with people transported from the east. An 

ally of Abdi-milkutti, Sanduarri, who was king of Kundu and Sissu 

(presumably in Cilicia), was also captured and decapitated (xn/676), and 

the heads of the two kings were hung around the necks of their nobles 

who were paraded through the streets of Nineveh.Two cities of Sidon 

were handed over to Baal, king of Tyre. 

The relations between Tyre and Assyria during this period deserve 

further attention. Baal, king of Tyre, had signed a vassal treaty with 

Esarhaddon, a copy of which is extant.’^ The provisions preserved in the 

broken text concern the trading rights of the Tyrians and salvage rights 

in the event of shipwreck. The events leading up to the conclusion of this 

treaty are unknown; no specific reference to a conquest of Tyre appears 

in the sources for Sennacherib’s reign and it is extremely unlikely that 

such a victory had been achieved. Nevertheless Sennacherib boasted that 

he had forced Tyrians, among others, to man his boats on the expedition 

A 234,60 §27 V 54-63. These exemplars are dated 675 but the duplicate A 252, 28 iv 54f (actually 

it only has ‘the twenty-two kings of Hatti-land’ instead of the list of names) is dated 676. 

A 25, no. I iv 3-8, no. 14; 12-14; a ^34.8§5,48f Ep. 5,86§57: 2f; A 252, lo-i 3 i 14-37. See A 25, 

218f; A 235, 115 n. 2. See also below, pp. 469-70. 

See C>)H 111^.1,427-8 and n. 454. a 25,00. i iv 5-8,00. 14: I5f; a 234,49fEp. 6; A 252,12-15 i 

38—56. See A 25, 219a. ’3 A 234, 107-9 §69; A 44, 5 33f. 
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across the Persian Gulf,^'* and Tyrians appear in the list of peoples 

transported to Nineveh for his great building projects.^^ 3ut both these 

acts must have been by mutual agreement rather than unilateral 

coercion. Be that as it may, Baal later chose to revoke the treaty with 

Esarhaddon and ally himself to Taharqa. Thus, when Esarhaddon 

launched his Egyptian campaign in 671, he laid siege to Tyre before 

proceeding to Egypt.The result of the siege is not recorded, apart from 

Esarhaddon’s grandiose claim that he conquered Tyre and deprived Baal 

of all his cities and possessions. Tyre probably did not actually fall but 

the siege may have been continued by an Assyrian contingent, while the 

bulk of the troops proceeded to Egypt. There were also problems with 

Ashkelon which involved Egyptians, as we know from two oracle 

requests, and these probably occurred about the same time.^^ 

The attack on Egypt depended, as we have seen, upon co-operation 

with the Arabs in the Sinai peninsula. This was not the only contact with 

the Arabs during Esarhaddon’s reign, for he was concerned to maintain 

control over the oasis of Adummatu which Sennacherib had captured. 

Hazael, its king, paid homage to Esarhaddon and brought rich presents 

to Nineveh. The Assyrian restored to him the statues of his gods, but not 

before inscribing his own name thereon. A certain Tabua, who had been 

raised in the Assyrian court, was appointed queen of the Arabs and 

permitted to return to her people. When Hazael died, Yauta^ his son 

succeeded to the throne and his position was recognized by Esarhaddon. 

The oath of subservience of the Arabs to Assyria, which is implied by 

these events, suddenly became important when a rebellion broke out 

against Yauta’. Esarhaddon despatched an expedition which suppressed 

the rebels.^® Subsequently Yauta^ rebelled against Esarhaddon and 

escaped, after a defeat at the hands of the Assyrians, to remain free of the 

Assyrian yoke until the reign of Ashurbanipal, from whose account this 

event is known. 

A campaign against Bazza in 676 should also be mentioned in this 

context, since it is now generally assumed, although it is still very 

uncertain, that Bazza was in the east or north east of the Arabian 

peninsula.'00 Esarhaddon describes Bazza as a salty area and a place of 

thirst. On this campaign he claims to have killed eight kings and carried 

off their booty and people. Subsequently he installed a certain Layale, 

king of Yadi'^, as king of Bazza after this man had come to Nineveh for 

help.'oi 

A 270, 73: 59. ’5^270,104:53. ” A 234, 86 §57: 7f, 112 §76: 12-14. 

A 498, no. 70; A 497, no. 41. See a 497, lxi. Also note a 254, 102 §67: 31. 

A 234, 53fEp. 14, ioof§66, iiof§72;A 252, 18—211146 —iii 8; a 344, 216—19, SeeA 236, 

8—ii; A 19, 125-30. ^ A 777, 73-85 Episode 2, 

See A 5 35, 160 n. 970; a 19, 130—7. 

A 25, no. I iv 5f, no. 14: 13; a 234, 53 §21: 24-7,56f Ep. 17, 86 §57: 4f; a 252, 20-3 iii 9-36; a 

235, 116a. 
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5. ^Anatolia 

There is much uncertainty about Esarhaddon’s activities in Anatolia, 

due largely to the nature of our sources, and it may be that more occurred 

on this frontier than our bits of information would indicate.Esarhad¬ 

don’s expansive boast that all kings in the sea from Yadnana (Cyprus) 

and Yaman (Ionia) to Tarsisi (Tarsus) were submissive and paid tribute 

would support this suggestion, although such claims can never be 

accepted uncritically. Another boast of Esarhaddon is also of interest 

in this regard; the Assyrian lists the names of ten kingdoms in Cyprus 

which provided him with exotic building materials, and this list of 

largely Greek names is significant: IdaUum (Edi^il), Chytri (Kitrusi), 

Salamis? (Sillua), Paphus (Pappa), Soli? (Silli), Curium (Kuri), Tamas- 

sus (Tamesi), Citium (Qartikhadasti), Ledra (Lidir), and Nuria 

(Nuriya).'*^ 

Perhaps the most serious threat to Assyrian influence in Anatolia was 

now the Cimmerians led by Teushpa, and Esarhaddon was able to defeat 

him at Khubushna (in the vicinity of modern Kara Huyuk?).*^^ This 

event is probably to be dated to 679, since the Esarhaddon Chronicle 

records a slaughter of the Cimmerians for this year.’*^ Between 679 and 

676 there was at least one and possibly two further Anatolian campaigns 

against states which had once been Assyrian dependencies. Khilakku 

and Tabal were attacked but the expedition was unsuccessful, and it 

remained for Ashurbanipal to win them back.'®^ Another event of 

significance had to do with Sanduarri, king of Kundu and Sissu. The 

identity of this king has long been a mystery, but since Kundu and Sissu 

seem to have been in the region of Cilicia, Winter and Hawkins have 

suggested that Sanduarri is identical with Azatiwatas, known from 

hieroglyphic Hittite inscriptions, and that his area of control included 

Que.ios In any event, Sanduarri joined with Sidon in a naval alhance 

against Assyria, a fact mentioned earlier. In 676 the Assyrians defeated 

the allies and Sanduarri was captured and decapitated. 

An ominous enemy was one Mugallu who, although he had at one 

point sought friendship with Esarhaddon, made alarming inroads into 

Assyrian holdings, sometimes in collusion with Ishkallu of Tabal, and 

besieged and captured Melid. In 675 the Assyrians launched an expedi¬ 

tion against Mugallu at Melid, but the result of the attack is not recorded 

See A 279, 29of, and a 233; see also CAH 427-8. a 254, 86 §57: lof. 

A 254, 60 §27 V 63-72; A 252, 28 iv 54f; cf. C>3H ih2.3, 57-9. los a 256, 66f. 

A 25, no. I iii 48-jo, no. 14; 6-9; a 234, 55 §21: i8f, 31 Ep. 8, 86 §57: if, 100§66: 25f, i io§7i: 

18; A 252,14 ii 1-4. Cf. A 244, X i2f. A 72 no. 1026, a letter from Ashurbanipal while crown prince to 

Esarhaddon regarding Cimmerians is of later date. Sec also below, p. 559. 

A 234. 35 h'- 20, SJ Ep. 9; A 2J2, 14-17 ii 5-15. 

A 306A, 145—7; A 178, 155-7. 
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and the entire incident is missing from the royal inscriptions, a strong 

indication that the offensive failed.'o® 

4. The north and north east 

Assyria under Sennacherib had a short respite from any serious threat on 

the north and north-eastern frontier, but by the reign of Esarhaddon 

new dangers had appeared which directed Assyrian attention once again 

to these regions.The scene is confused because, as usual with this 

reign, there is no coherent account of the events. A variety of peoples, 

most of whom spoke Indo-Aryan languages, are named in our sources; 

some (the Sapardaeans, Medes, Mannaeans, and Cimmerians) had been 

encountered by the Assyrians of earlier periods, while the Scythians were 

newcomers. In general these peoples had a common cause in their 

ambition to wrest territory and wealth from the empire of Assyria, but in 

practice they were rarely united in order to achieve this end, and on 

occasion a group, or sub-group, might even align itself with an Assyrian 

monarch. The Assyrians, for their part, were concerned both for the 

security of their borders and for a continuous supply of horses from this 

area, a supply route which was constantly harassed by these people.’" In 

many ways the most informative documents are the oracle requests. As 

observed earlier, these texts concern various matters, but the bulk of 

them deal with questions about the hostile groups under discussion.’" 

Whether or not this imbalance is a coincidence must remain an open 

question. 

The Mannaeans and Scythians sometimes operated as allies, and 

Esarhaddon boasts of a victory over the Mannaeans and the army of 

Ishpaka, their Scythian ally, which possibly occurred in 676.’’^ An oracle 

request, which probably dates after this event, speaks of Scythians who 

dwell in Mannaea; the query is whether they will emerge from the pass of 

Khubushkia, south of Lake Urmia, and plunder cities on the Assyrian 

border.’’"* One of the most interesting oracle requests records that 

Bartatua (usually identified with the Protothyes of Herodotus), king of 

the Scythians, has sent messengers to Esarhaddon requesting an 

Assyrian princess in marriage; it asks whether, if Esarhaddon agrees, the 

Scythian will honour the bond forged.’’^ This incident should probably 

‘0^ A 497, no. 29; A 498, nos. j4, j 5,56a, 57; a 497, no. 50 joined to a 498, no. 21 (see a 230, 116); 

BM 99108 (a 250, 116). A 25, no. I iv 9f, no. 14: 15. Also note a 73, no. 279. 

"0 See A 243; A 244; A 307. 

A 498, no. 31; A 497, nos. i j, 21, 22. See a 464, 117. Also note a 72, no. 1237. 

"2 See A 497, Lvi—Lxii. 

A 234, 34§21: 30, 5 2 Ep. 11; A 23 2,16 ii 20—5; A 72, nos. 454, 1109,1237; a 571, 233—7 (which 

presents the evidence for the date 676). 

’ A 498, no. 3 5. Also note a 498; nos. 2 5, 50, 36 and a 497, no. 20. 

A 497, no. 16; Hdt. 1.103. 
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be dated after 676 as well but possibly before the other oracle requests 

about the Scythians.*’® It is unknown if Esarhaddon agreed to the 

proposal. Mannaean aggression achieved the capture of Assyrian for¬ 

tresses, some of which were regained by Ashurbanipal.*'^ 

The Medes were rather a special people during the reign of Esarhad¬ 

don, for many of them became sworn vassals of Assyria. An Assyrian 

expedition against the land of Patusharri (location uncertain), described 

as on the border of the salt desert in the midst of Media by Mount Bikni, 

brought back the rulers Shidirparna and Eparna together with their 

people and booty.”® Because of this various rulers of the Medes came to 

Nineveh with gifts of horses and lapis lazuli, in order to win an alliance 

with Assyria (before 676), and Esarhaddon sent his eunuchs as gover¬ 

nors of their districts.”^ A few years later, in 672, Esarhaddon gathered 

representatives of all his subject peoples to swear allegiance to his 

appointed successors, and the few copies of the record of this oath which 

were recovered in modern times concern Median princes.*2® But rela¬ 

tions were not always peaceful. The Medes were ever regarded as a 

potential threat and in many oracle requests they are regularly listed as a 

possible enemy.*2’ 

The chief foe in these oracle requests was a man called Kashtaritu who 

is described as the ‘city ruler’ of Kar-Kashshi. It is generally assumed 

by modern historians that this ruler was identical with Phraortes, 

king of the Medes, whose history is briefly described by Herodotus; but, 

as Labat has observed, this identification is by no means certain.*22 In any 

case, Kashtaritu was a dangerous enemy and the oracle requests, which 

probably date to the period 676-672, indicate that he was attacking one 

Assyrian border fortress after another. In these texts Kashtaritu usually 

appears in a list of various potential attackers, a list which also regularly 

includes the Sapardaeans, Cimmerians, Mannaeans, and Medes. It 

should be observed that these enemies are regarded as alternative 

possibilities, and there is no indication that Kashtaritu was at the head of 

an alhance which embraced them all. 

By chance we have a detailed narrative of one military action in the 

region of ancient Urartu, the conquest of Shubria in 673.*2® Shubria and 

its capital Ubumu were on the shore of Lake Van. Our main source for 

this campaign is a letter to a god, a genre of text already noted in the 

See A 230, 114. 'U A 498, nos. 19, 2o; A 497, no. 10; A 537, 52-5: 71-7. 

A254.34§2': 3'-®. 5 5 Ep- '®, ioo§66: 22f, i ii§75: i-i i;a 252, 24iii 53-61; a497,no. 21. See 
A 33, I l8f. 

‘•9 A 234, 54f Ep. 15; A 252, 24—7 iv I 20; A 72, no. 434. '20^307. 

*21 A 497, nos. 1-8, 12-14; A 498, nos. i, 2, 5-7, 10 and possibly 72. See a 230, 113-15. 

A 261. See CAH iv^ i8f. 

•23 A 25, no. I iv 19-21,00. 14: 23-5; A 234,86§57:6f, 102-9§68. See a 235,1 i4f. Also note a 498, 
no. 48. See a 291. 
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chapter on Sargon. Esarhaddon’s letter is very similar to Sargon’s, even 

to the point of listing the same casualties at the end. The beginning of the 

text is missing, and the first preserved portion concerns Assyrians who 

have fled to Shubria for refuge. We are not told of what crime these 

people were guilty, but it has been suggested that they included the 

conspirators who killed Sennacherib. According to the text, Esarhaddon 

wrote to the ruler of Shubria asking him to send heralds through the land 

exhorting people to produce the political refugees. The document is 

badly broken at this point but obviously the reply from Shubria was 

unsatisfactory. A series of messages were now exchanged between the 

two rulers but to no avail; although the Shubrian finally pleads with 

Esarhaddon to accept his submission, he had delayed too long, accord¬ 

ing to the Assyrian account. Having established a casus belli, Esarhaddon 

invaded Shubria to lay siege to Ubumu. The Assyrians built a siege wall 

which the besieged tried to burn down, but the wind shifted and the 

flames destroyed the city’s defences. Ubumu was plundered and the 

political refugees were caught and mutilated. Urartian fugitives, which 

the king of Shubria had refused to surrender to Urartu, were also 

discovered and sent back to their land. Obviously Esarhaddon was 

willing to renew friendship with Urartu, a state which, however 

weakened, might be of some support against the multitude of peoples 

moving into this region. Esarhaddon rebuilt the city, renamed it, settled 

transported peoples in it, and appointed two of his eunuchs as 

governors. 

5. ^lam 

Relations between Assyria and Elam fluctuated during Esarhaddon’s 

sovereignty. There is no record of any Elamite interference during the 

later years of Sennacherib, nor during the turmoil surrounding the 

accession of Esarhaddon, despite the attempt of a group of dissident 

Babylonians to persuade Elam to wage war with Esarhaddon upon the 

death of Sennacherib.Nevertheless, the Elamites were not favourably 

disposed towards Assyria after Sennacherib’s treatment of them. Early 

in Esarhaddon’s reign a certain Bel-iqisha, a Gambulaean, brought gifts 

including cattle and mules to the Assyrian court; his gifts were accepted, 

the man and his people became Assyrian vassals, and they were used to 

garrison a fortress, Sha-pi-Bel, on the Elamite border.'^5 An Assyrian 

expedition against the Barnakkeans (perhaps identical with Bit-Bur- 

nakki in northern Elam) may have occurred about this time, the 

*2^ See A 504. 

A 234, jif Ep. 13,1 lof Fit. B: 6-13; A 252, 22-5 iii 37-52; a 72, nos. 336, 541; a 571, 222fand 

242-4. 
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intention being to enforce Assyria’s hold on the Elamite frontier.'^6 It 
was probably after, and possibly as a result of these actions, that the 
Elamites and ‘Gutians’ (i.e. barbarians of the mountains) sent ambassa¬ 
dors to conclude a peace treaty in Nineveh.This agreement was 
concluded in or before 676, and it may have been no more than a ruse to 
lull Assyrian vigilance on the Elamite border. 

In any case in 675, according to the Babylonian Chronicle, the 
Elamites suddenly invaded Babylonia, probably swooping down the 
Diyala valley, and captured Sippar.'^s Since this is the same year for 
which the chronicles record the Assyrian campaign against Melid, the 
result of which is not noted, it is possible that there was a connexion 
between the two events. The Elamites may have been prompted to 
attack by the absence of the main Assyrian army in Anatolia, and the 
expedition against Melid may have been suddenly abandoned, so that the 
army might rush back to deal with the alarming situation. The Elamites 
had used such a strategy with devastating effect in 694, when they fell 
upon Sippar while Sennacherib was busy on the Persian Gulf. But it 
cannot be certain that this is how events evolved in 675, since no precise 
dates are given in our sources and, indeed, in the Babylonian Chronicle 
the Elamite raid is narrated first. Incidentally, the capture of Sippar, 
being a disgrace to Esarhaddon, is not mentioned in the Esarhaddon 
Chronicle or the royal inscriptions. 

No further direct information is available for the raid of 67 5, but other 

items recorded in the chronicles are almost certainly relevant: in this 
same year the Elamite king, Khumban-khaltash II, died and was 
succeeded by his brother, Urtak; two prominent figures in Babylonia 
were taken as prisoners to Assyria, and at the end of the following year, 
674, the divine images of Agade were returned to Babylonia from 
Elam.*29 One can reconstruct the events of 67 5 from these circumstantial 
details and show that the Elamite coup had missed its mark. The 
unexpected death of the king of Elam was probably the occasion for the 
Elamite withdrawal from Sippar, for if Esarhaddon had driven them out 
he would have boasted of the fact in his inscriptions, and the two 
prisoners taken to Assyria from Babylonia must have been implicated in 
the Elamite attack on Sippar. The Elamites suddenly found themselves 
in a bad position; they had deliberately provoked hostilities with Assyria 
but with no tangible gain. Thus they made a conciliatory gesture to 

Esarhaddon, who was actively restoring Babylon, by returning some 
divine statues to Babylonia which they had carried off on some previous 

A 254, 54: zSf, 51 Ep. 10; A 2J2, 16 ii 16-19. See a 307, izf, and regarding Bit-Bumakki see 

F. W. Konig, ‘Bit-Bunak(k)u/i’, in a 16, 2, 38; a 309, 13 and n. 21. a 234, jSf Ep. 19. 

'2® A 25, no. I iv 9-15, no. 14: ij-19; a 571, 237^ 

A 25, no. I iv 11-18, no. 14: 16-22; a 571, 249. 
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occasion, perhaps in 694. Esarhaddon accepted the gesture and a treaty 

was formed, as we know from letters which refer not only to the treaty 

but to the fact that the two monarchs exchanged children to be raised in 

each other’s courts.'^ 

6. Other military matters and prominent men 

Apart from Babylonian affairs there is not much more to be said about 

military events during Esarhaddon’s reign. Esarhaddon claims, in an 

undated text, to have imposed tribute upon Dilmun and its king Qana, 

but we have no other information on this.’3' There is a tantalizing scrap 

of information for the year 670 in the chronicles: ‘In Assyria the king put 

his numerous officers to the sword.’*^2 Unfortunately no further details 

are known of this affair, but the cause of the massacre must have been the 

discovery of a treasonable plot. 

Very little is known about Assyrian army officers as individuals, since 

they are rarely mentioned in the royal inscriptions, and the texts of this 

reign are no exception; but fortunately more information in this regard is 

available in the oracle requests. Some of these documents concern 

expeditions to be led by Sha-Nabu-shu, chief eunuch, and the expedi¬ 

tions cover a wide geographic spectrum which included Ellipi, Melid, 

and Tabal, as well as the third expedition to Egypt.This general may 

be identical with the eponym of the same name in the reign of 

Ashurbanipal (658). In speaking of notable men it is as well to remember 

Aba-Enlil-dari, the ummdnu or vizier of Sennacherib and Esarhaddon, 

who was called Ahiqar in Aramaic and to whom a wisdom text in 

Aramaic (cf. CAH iii^. i, 243-4) was attributed, which enjoyed popular¬ 

ity long after this era. 

7. Babylonia 

Esarhaddon’s policy towards Babylonia was diametrically opposed to 

the hostile and vengeful treatment meted out by Sennacherib in his later 

years; where the father had raided and ravaged, the son attempted 

appeasement through a re-building programme and good government. 

In these pages only the Assyrian side of Babylonian affairs concerns us, 

for domestic events in Babylonia belong in Chapter 21, although 

Esarhaddon was king of Babylonia for his entire reign. In view of the 

dramatic difference between the Babylonian pohcies of Sennacherib and 

Esarhaddon, historians have suggested that there were two groups or 

A 72, no. 918 and cf. a 705, 54 n. 66; a 571, 245f. 

*31 A 254, 86§57: 5. *32 ^ 25, no. 1 iv 29, no. 14: 27. 

*33 A 498, nos. 57, 75; A 497, nos, 9, 34, 36; A 72, no. 1119. 
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parties in Assyria, one pro-Babylonian and the other anti-Babylonian, 

and, although this is probably an over-simplification, there is much to be 

said for the idea.'^ The opposing views were undoubtedly prompted by 

various motives: political, economic, sociological, religious, and cul¬ 

tural; and it would be a mistake on the basis of our present evidence to 

single out any one of these as the prime aim. As to the personal attitude of 

Esarhaddon we are completely ignorant. 

Of course Esarhaddon’s policy of appeasement could be explained, 

without resort to a two-party theory, as a natural reaction to the harsh 

and disastrous course which Sennacherib had followed. Such a reaction 

might have been behind Sennacherib’s assassination, as we suggested 

earlier, and this could have occurred with or without a pro-Babylonian 

party of Assyrians. In passing it should be noted that the theory that 

Esarhaddon was governor of Babylonia during Sennacherib’s reign 

lacks any supporting evidence.’^5 

Esarhaddon, it appears, was more concerned than any of his pre¬ 

decessors who ruled Babylonia with the actual administration of that 

land, and letters of the period to the Assyrian court are full of reports and 

complaints regarding disputes among his officials in Babylonia.’^^ These 

documents leave a firm impression that Esarhaddon kept a close 

personal eye on the details of Babylonian administration. In later years he 

was assisted in this by his son, Shamash-shuma-ukin, who was appointed 

crown prince of Babylonia. The king reaped his reward in that, while 

some anti-Assyrian resentment is always evident, there were few serious 

political disturbances in this part of his realm during his sovereignty, and 

even those few were in no way comparable to the problems which had 

beset his father. 

The first instance of a real challenge to Esarhaddon’s authority in 

Babylonia occurred during the confusion surrounding the accession. 

Nabu-zer-kitti-lishir, son of the notorious Merodach-baladan II and 

governor of the Sealand, revoked his oath of fealty to Assyria, and 

marching up the Euphrates laid siege to Ur and its governor Ningal- 

iddin.*^^ As soon as Esarhaddon had won the throne, he despatched a 

force to relieve Ur; the siege was lifted and Nabu-zer-kitti-lishir fled to 

Elam, where he was murdered. Esarhaddon eventually appointed the 

fugitive’s brother, Na^id-Marduk, in his stead as governor of the 

Sealand. 

Two years later, in 678, a Chaldaean called Shamash-ibni, of the Bit- 

Dakkuri tribe, seized agricultural land belonging to Babylon and 

See A 265, 65-73; A 644. 13-16; A 756, 150-4; A 526, 34-6. 

■55 See A 260; A 526,33. A 644 (cf. A 526); A 574, 19-68 (cf. a 544). 

A 25,no. I iii 39-47,no. 14: 1-5; a 234, 33: 21,46-8 Ep. 4; a 252, i6ii 24-33; a !7'. 247-9- See 

A 534, 246-8; A 574, 19-28; A 544; A 25, 218a and 291a. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



134 23- ASSYRIA; SENNACHERIB AND ESARHADDON 

Borsippa.'^® An Assyrian expedition caught Shamash-ibni and he, 

together with the ^andabakku-o&zvA of Nippur, who must have been 

involved in this crime, was transported to Assyria and executed. 

Nothing further of major military significance happened until the 

Elamite raid on Sippar in 675, an event discussed earlier. The depor¬ 

tation and execution of two officials, a Dakkurian and the sandabakku- 

official of Nippur, which followed this event suggests that some 

important people in Babylonia were not guiltless with regard to the 

Elamite attack. For the following year it is recorded in the Esarhaddon 

Chronicle, in lieu of the Assyrian defeat in Egypt noted in the 

Babylonian Chronicle, that the Assyrians marched against Sha-amile, a 

town in southern Babylonia; the circumstances surrounding this raid are 

not recorded. These are the most important military engagements which 

are known to have taken place in Babylonia during the reign of 

Esarhaddon. 

There is one sour note in Esarhaddon’s conciliatory policy towards 

Babylonia; on two occasions the Babylonian Chronicle records that an 

Assyrian officer conscripted troops in Babylonia, No doubt Esarhad¬ 

don felt that this was only a fair exchange for the protection afforded by 

his army, but the Babylonians would not have viewed it in that light, and 

the practice is not mentioned again after 677. 

Esarhaddon’s policy of appeasement called for the reconstruction of 

Babylon, which Sennacherib claimed to have completely destroyed. 

While there is reason to be sceptical of Sennacherib’s boast, Esarhad¬ 

don’s building programme at Babylon was extensive. In a group of 

inscriptions recording this work there is a long prologue in which 

Esarhaddon presents his view of the circumstances surrounding the sack 

of Babylon in 689.’'’’ According to this narrative, because the evil people 

of Babylonia used temple property to bribe the Elamites, Marduk 

became angry with them and the result was chaos in the city; the Arakhtu 

canal overflowed its banks, so that the temples were flooded and the gods 

fled, followed by the people who fell into slavery. But then Marduk’s 

anger abated, and he changed the period of time fixed for this ‘bad’ 

period from seventy to eleven years (a simple transposition of two 

cuneiform signs).Good omens appeared and Esarhaddon in obe¬ 

dience to these set about the reconstruction of the city. It is, of course, 

not surprising that the Assyrians put all the blame for the catastrophe on 

the Babylonians; but what is unusual is the lengthy elaboration of this 

theme. 

A 2j,no. 1 iv if,no. 14: lo-ii;a 254, 55:22f, 52Ep. 12; a 252,16-191! 54—45; a 571,21 jf, 2i8f. 

See A 25, 218b. A 25, no. i iii 48-5o = no. 14: 6; a 25, no. 1 iv 5f—no. 14: 12. 

A 234, 10—50, 78—95; A 277; A 257; A 571, 2i5f. See A 526. 

A 254, 12—19 Ep. 3—17. See A 288, 9f. 

^^2 An oracle states that the period was reduced from sixty to ten years. See a 278, 158f. 
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The building projects involved the Esagila temple with its ziggurat 

Etemenanki, the processional way leading up to it, and the walls of the 

city. Esarhaddon’s programme also included restoring to Babylonians 

who had been carried off into slavery their freedom, property, and right 

to return to Babylon, where they were encouraged to rebuild their 

houses, plant trees, and dig canals. The city’s special status {kidinniitu) 

and freedom (p^akutu) from levies of various kinds were reaffirmed. 

Further illustration of Esarhaddon’s desire for reconciliation with the 

Babylonians is provided by a distinctive group of royal inscriptions 

which narrate the building of Marduk’s temple at Babylon and Ashur’s 

temple at Ashur in a comparative manner (see below, p. 136). The 

comparison was obviously intended to prove to gods and men that 

Esarhaddon was concerned for both projects equally. 

The focal point of the restoration programme was the return of the 

statues of the gods from their captivity in Assyria and Elam, a symbol of 

divine appeasement, and in particular the restoration of the statue of 

Marduk. Marduk’s statue was not returned from Ashur until the end of 

Esarhaddon’s reign, and the reason for the delay, which some modern 

scholars have regarded as a curious mystery, is simply that the shrine was 

not ready until then. In fact the reconstruction of Babylon and the 

redecoration of its temples, launched at the very beginning of Esarhad¬ 

don’s sovereignty, continued for the entire length of his reign, and even 

in the time of Shamash-shuma-ukin cult objects were being brought to 

Babylon from Ashur. The Babylonians were acutely aware that the 

statue was missing and carefully recorded this fact in their chronicles, 

noting also that this meant the Akitu festival could not be celebrated for 

twenty years.^**^ 

8. Building 

The building projects of Esarhaddon were rather diverse, covering a 

number of sites in both Assyria and Babylonia. At Nineveh his main 

work was an extension of the arsenal {ekal mdhrti) built by his father on 

the mound now called Nebi Yunus (Fig. 9).''’^ Esarhaddon had one wing 

torn down, the terrace extended, and a number of large wings built with 

materials imported from a great variety of western lands. In conjunction 

with this he created a splendid garden full of exotic vegetation. 

Completion of this work was celebrated by a great banquet with the 

statues of the gods present. Fragmentary texts from Nineveh indicate 

that other building was carried out in this city, but it is uncertain just 

which structures were involved and no details of the work are preserved. 

A 25, no. I iv 34-6, no. 14: 31-7, no. 16: 1—8. 

A 234, 59-64 Ep. 21-5; A 252, 26-37 iv 52 - vi 43. See a 124, 132^; a 280; a 154; a 115, 2. 
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The Emashmash temple, the temple of Sin, Ningal, Shamash, and Aya, 

and the temple of Nabu, are the names which are legible.''*5 

A major work was the reconstruction of the temple of Ashur at Ashur, 

which is described in great detail in various inscriptions including the 

distinctive group, already mentioned, in which is narrated the building 

of this temple and Marduk’s temple in Babylon in a comparative 

manner.*'*^ Other construction at Ashur included a palace, the muUalu, 

and the Akitu house.Calah received considerable attention from 

Esarhaddon, beginning as early as 676, and he had work done on Fort 

Shalmaneser, the Nabu temple, and the canal which carried water from 

the upper Zab.'"*® He also began the construction of a palace (the South- 

West Palace) and transported a number of reliefs of Ashurnasirpal II and 

Tiglath-pileser III to be reused for this purpose, but the building was 

never completed.**'^ At Arba’il Esarhaddon devoted some attention to 

A 254,66-70,94f r. 5-9. The work on the Akitu temple described ibid. r. 20-46 may have been 

at Nineveh. a 234, 1-6 iii 16 - viii 19, 6f §3, 78-91; a 235, i i3f §ioa. See a 307, 29. 

Palace: A 234,8 §6. muUalu'. a 234,9§8; a 110.86-91. Uncertain: a 234,7f§4(cf. A 5 ii, 18), 9 §9. 

Fort Shalmaneser: a 234, 32-5 §21; a 273; a 25 j; a 508, 122 no. 5 i; a i 57 ii, 369-470. Nabu 

temple: a 1371, 239—56. Canal; a 234, 35f§2 5. Cf. a 150. 

Sec A 116, 20-4; A 271,5f. The new cylinder published by Wiseman (see now a 234,32-5 §21), 

mentioned in a i 16 and a 271 concerns Fort Shalmaneser, not the South-West Palace (sec n. 148). 

Inscriptions of Esarhaddon from the South-West Palace are: a 267,19 no. 1 (a 234,36 §24) and a 267, 

83 c (A 234, 69 §33). See A 150, 31J §§22-3. 
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the decoration of the temple of Ishtar.'^o The palace at Tarbisu (Sharif 

Khan) was enlarged as a residence for Ashurbanipal when he was 

designated crown prince. 

In Babylonia, the centre of attention was Babylon itself, which has 

already been described, but building projects in other cities were 

sponsored by Esarhaddon and materials supplied from the spoils of the 

campaigns. Restoration of Eanna, the temple of Anu and Ishtar, at Uruk 

was undertaken;'52 Nippur the temple of Enlil and the temple of 

Inanna were restored;^^^ ^nd the temples of Nabu and Gula at Borsippa 

were refurbished.'5'' 

9. Substitute king 

A curious phenomenon in the reign of Esarhaddon is the use of a 

substitute king.'^^ A number of letters of the period inform us of this 

practice but our knowledge is still very sparse.A substitute king was 

put on Esarhaddon’s throne during the later years of his reign for short 

periods of time (a period of one hundred days is mentioned) on at least 

three different occasions. One of these occasions revolved around the 

lunar eclipse of the fifteenth of Tebetu (x) 671; indeed it was the 

prediction of this eclipse, which meant the king’s death according to the 

astrologers, that occasioned the installation of the substitute king to 

divert the fatal blow from the real monarch. A ritual for the substitute 

king is fragmentarily preserved from this period and describes eclipses of 

various planets and stars, which would necessitate its use.’^^ From the 

ritual it is clear that at the end of the period of danger the substitute king 

must die. Nothing is known from our sources about the duties and 

privileges of the substitute, nor is there any information about the abode 

of the genuine king during this period. He was in touch with his officials, 

however, for a number of letters addressed to ‘the peasant’ are clearly to 

the king, and these epistles must come from a time when a substitute 

king was on the throne.’^* Affairs of state are never mentioned in this 

correspondence, which suggests that these were beyond the king’s 

prerogative during such a period. 

There is allusion in the letters to the institution of the substitute king 

as having existed in former times, and in this regard a chronicle entry 

about two ancient kings of Isin, Erra-imitti (1868—1861) and Enlil-bani 

(1860-1837), is relevant: 

A 234, 33 §21: 8-11, 95 §64 r. 16-18. 

^51 A 234, 71-3 §§43-6; A 72, nos. 628, 885. See A 280. 

A 25, no. I iv 19-21; A 234, 73-8 §§47-51; A 689, no. 132 (cf. a 235, 1 i6f; a 5 i, 216). 

A 234, 7of§§39-42; a 605. a 234, 52 §20, 95 §64 r. 10-15. 

See A 644, 45—51; A 259, 169-87, and the literature cited there, to which add a 238. 

See A 297. 

‘57 A 263. '58 A 73, nos. 25, 30, 31, 77, 137-9, 162, 166-7; A 72, no. 735. 
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Erra-imitti, the king, installed Enlil-bani, the gardener, as substitute king on his 
throne. He placed the royal tiara on his head. Erra-imitti died in his palace when 
he sipped a hot broth. Enlil-bani, who occupied the throne, did not give it up 
(and) so was sovereign. *5? 

Leaving aside the question of the historicity of this passage, the explicit 

reference to the ‘substitute king’ has been accepted by many modern 

historians as confirmation that the institution was ancient.It must be 

stressed, however, that this chronicle is known only from late Babylo¬ 

nian copies, and that the date of composition of the original work and the 

sources for this section are unknown.On the other hand, it would be 

unwarranted to suggest that the story was fabricated in the seventh 

century in order to persuade Esarhaddon of the authenticity of the 

device; the fate of the real king, Erra-imitti, would hardly be reassuring! 

But it does raise the question whether an obscure custom was not 

revived and transformed to suit some sinister purpose of Esarhaddon’s 

officers, particularly if it is true that they had absolute control of state 

affairs during such a period. An attempt was made in Ashurbanipal’s 

reign to continue the practice but perhaps with little success.The idea 

of a substitute king survived the Assyrians, for there are tales told in 

classical sources which seem to be garbled versions of the oriental 

custom, and the institution existed in Safavid (seventeenth-century) 

Persia. 

10. Naqia and the harem 

The mother of Esarhaddon, Naqia, was mentioned in the discussion of 

Sennacherib’s assassination, but it is now time to say more about her. 

This woman bore both an Aramaic name, Naqia, and an Assyrian name, 

Zakutu, and she was obviously of Aramaean lineage. She was married to 

Sennacherib while he was crown prince and rose during his subsequent 

reign to become chief lady in the royal harem, when her son, Esarhad¬ 

don, was appointed crown prince. The fortuitous rise in status, 

occasioned by the tragic fate of Sennacherib’s first-born son Ashur- 

nadin-shumi, was an opportunity which Naqia used to gain unprece¬ 

dented authority. Her new position brought wealth, for the lands of the 

queen mother, now either deposed as chief lady or dead, were transferred 

to her.'^"* She celebrated her success by building a palace for the new king 

at Nineveh, and had a text exactly like a royal inscription inscribed to 

^59 A 25, no. 20 A 31—6 = B 1-7. 

Also CAH ni2.1, 274 n. 208, to which add a 96, pi. 41: i and pi. 45: 12, 14, 16; and cf. a 25 3, 

21 jf; A 281, 173. See A 25, 48a. 

‘^2 Cf. A 73, nos. 298-9, 334. References courtesy of Parpola. 

^63 A 293 (20), 200 no. 8, (26), 28 no. i; a 272; a 268, 272 n. 41. Cf. a 111, no. 4 (see a 5 i, 8). 

A 102, nos. 34-6. 
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commemorate this deed.'*^ She behaved like a king in other ways: she 

dedicated cult objects;'*® reports and oracles on cubic and military 

matters were addressed to her;'*'^ a sculptor was commissioned to create 

her statue;'*® and she was portrayed in a rebef standing behind the 

king.'*’ When she became ill, Esarhaddon resorted to extispicy to 

discover if she would recover, and copies of his anxious inquiries have 

survived.'™ These scattered bits of evidence fail to provide a full picture 

of Naqia’s character and actions, but there is sufficient to indicate that her 

position was at least as influential as that of Semiramis, if not more so, 

and it may be that the late legends of Semiramis incorporated tales of 

Naqia.'^' 

There are references to other women in Esarhaddon’s harem. One of 

his more important wives, Esharra-khamat, had a mausoleum erected in 

Ashur, in which she was buried in 673.'™ She was a Babylonian and no 

doubt the mother of Shamash-shuma-ukin, which explains her high 

status. Ashurbanipal’s mother, on the other hand, lived to see her son 

reign.'™ 

II. The succession 

Esarhaddon was very concerned over the succession, which is not 

surprising when we consider the circumstances of his own accession to 

the throne, and he laid careful plans. In the month Ayyaru (ii) of 672 the 

king assembled representatives from all parts of the empire and had them 

swear by the gods to carry out his wishes with respect to the succession. 

The numerous oaths taken on this occasion were recorded on large clay 

tablets, one tablet for each group of people. Some of these texts have 

survived, all concerning the Medes as we mentioned earUer.'™ The 

manner of succession was totally new: Ashurbanipal was appointed heir 

to the throne in Assyria and Shamash-shuma-ukin heir to the throne in 

Babylonia. Thus the Babylonian question had become so important that 

it was a major factor in the succession to the throne. Whether or not this 

decision to split the crown was wise is questionable. At the time 

Esarhaddon was congratulated by at least one eminent Assyrian on his 

wisdom,'™ but the roots of the civil war to be waged between 

Ashurbanipal and Shamash-shuma-ukin lie here. 

'^5 A 234, 11 jf §86. A 93, no. 645 = A 97, no. 14. 

A 72, nos. 324, 368, 917, 1216 (see A 260); A 44, 60). a 72, no. 114. a 278. 

A 498, nos. 101-2. *’* See a 268; a 278; a 289, 128. 

A 25, no. I iv 22, no. 14: 23; a 234, io§io; A 90, 18—20; a 264; a 526, 34. 

A 344> 39^-5- 
A 307 (bibliography in a 51, 640 and 11, 323, to which add a 305), translated in a 44,534—41; a 

347,215; A 234,8§6,4of Ep. 2 i 15—22,72:40; A 233,116; A 544, 2-4i 1 !-2 3,and 258-63 i 29 —ii 25; a 

72, no. 213; A 73, nos. I and 3. ’’5 ^ no. 129. 
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Both successors were sons of Esarhaddon, although by different 

mothers, and Shamash-shuma-ukin seems to have been the older of the 

twod’^^ The mother of Shamash-shuma-ukin was a Babylonian, which 

accounts for his designation to the Babylonian crown. Ashurbanipal, as 

heir to Assyria, entered the ‘House of Succession’ {bit-reduti) at Tarbisu. 

The palace at Tarbisu was the traditional residence of the Assyrian heir 

apparent: Sennacherib had lived there before his succession and it was 

during this period that Esarhaddon was born there.As previously 

noted, Esarhaddon enlarged the palace for Ashurbanipal. Both princes 

were assigned major administrative duties, directly under the king, a 

custom of the Sargonid age. One of the stipulations of the loyalty oaths 

to the crown princes was that all seditious matters must be reported to 

them, a provision to which there is frequent reference in the correspon¬ 

dence.*’^® It appears that Shamash-shuma-ukin’s responsibility was 

Babylonia, while Ashurbanipal had authority over the rest of the 

empire.*'**’ 

Esarhaddon had other sons and at least one daughter.*®** Sin-nadin- 

apli was the eldest son, but the total silence of our sources, apart from an 

oracle request, with regard to this prince suggests that he died young. It 

was fortunate that Esarhaddon had made such elaborate preparation and 

given his heirs training in the administration of the empire, for otherwise 

his sudden death might have resulted in chaos. The succession followed 

smoothly although the precaution was taken, after his death, of having 

the oaths of loyalty reaffirmed both by the other brothers and by the 

people in general. It was Naqia who had a record of these renewed vows 

drawn up, evidence that her influence increased even farther with the 

accession of her grandson.*®* 

12. Character 

A salient characteristic of Esarhaddon is his almost fanatical devotion to 

divination. Of course all ancient Mesopotamians firmly beUeved in the 

arts of the diviner, but Esarhaddon, like his son Ashurbanipal, had more 

than his share of this faith. The king was persuaded of the efficacy of the 

substitute king ritual to avoid ominous harm, despite the fact that this 

See A 544, ccxui-ccxlvi; a 547, 2i5f; a 268, zSof; a 507, 6f. 

A 234, 8 §6, 4of Ep. 2 i 15-22; A 344, 2—4 i 11—23, 258-63 i 29 - ii 25. 

See A 703, 31. 

See the following letters: (a) Ashurbanipal: (i) from him: a 72, nos. 430, 1026, 1257; a 571, 

245. (2) to him: a 72, nos. 65,187,189,445,500,885,948,950; a 73, no. 130. (5) about him: a 72, nos. 

308,1216; A 73, no. 70. (b) Shamash-shuma-ukin: a 72, nos. 5 34-6; a 73, nos. 140, 258; a 703. (c) also 

note: A 72, nos. 113, 434; a 73 no. 249; a 254, 87 §37 r. 4, 90 §59. 

’80 A 344, CLXXXV, CCXLI-CCXLIX. 

’8’ a 72, no. 1239, and note no. 1105. See a 268, 282—5. 
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involved some loosening of his control over the kingdom. He was 

constantly seeking prognostic reports of every kind and would complain 

to his diviners if they did not keep him informed about any ominous 

occurrence.There are numbers of astrological reports from his reign, 

and oracle requests have been frequently referred to in this narrative. 

These latter texts first appear in Assyria in the reign of Esarhaddon, and 

it is possible, although by no means certain, that this was an innovation 

inspired by Esarhaddon’s penchant for prognostication.^83 

Another practice which was apparently introduced to Neo-Assyrian 

culture at this time was the oracle pronounced by an ecstatic. Devotees of 

the cult of Ishtar of Arba^il collected oracular utterances from people, 

mainly women, in various areas and copies of these oracles have been 

preserved.'®^ The utterances were addressed to Esarhaddon by Ishtar of 

Arba’il and were words of comfort and reassurance that he would have a 

long and happy life, and that his kingdom and offspring would prosper. 

No doubt the cult profited from these oracles by receiving royal reward 

in such concrete forms as temple offerings. Yet another indication that 

Esarhaddon was unusually concerned about supernatural phenomena is 

the important place granted to such topics in the royal inscriptions. 

Given the nature of our sources, it is impossible to be positive about the 

reason for this extreme emphasis on divination in state affairs, but in the 

general context of the Assyrian state the most obvious explanation is that 

it reflects a personal characteristic of the monarch. 

13. Conclusion 

Despite his short rule and untimely death Esarhaddon was the king who 

added the most decorative jewel to the Assyrian tiara, Egypt. Of course 

the way had been prepared by his father but this does not detract from 

the son’s achievement. At the other end of the empire, in Babylonia, 

Esarhaddon inherited quite a different state of affairs, and he had the 

good sense to do his utmost to mend the horrible wound inflicted by 

Sennacherib. In Anatolia he lost ground to new invaders, Cimmerians, 

and the Medes and Scythians on the north and north-eastern frontiers 

had become a serious problem, a foretaste of the final blow to come. 

A 72, no. 1409; A 75, nos. 50, 278-9. See a 294. 

See A 230, 112; A 1040, i24f; A 1082, 188 n. 217. a 44, 605. See a 26, i3f and n. 4. 
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CHAPTER 24 

ASSYRIA 668-635 B.C.: THE REIGN OF 

ASHURBANIPAL 

A. K. GRAYSON 

The reign of Ashurbanipal begins in what appears to be the hey-day of 

Assyrian imperialism and ends in a dark period of confusion, followed 

shortly by the fall of Assyria itself. It is the task of the present chapter 

both to describe the great days of Ashurbanipal’s reign and briefly to 

reflect upon the reasons for the catastrophe which brought to an end one 

of the great empires of the ancient world.’ The end of the reign of 

Ashurbanipal is part and parcel of the history of the foundation of the 

Neo-Babylonian empire which will be treated in the next chapter. 

I. Sources and chronolo^ 

The reign of Ashurbanipal is the best attested of all periods in the history 

of Assyria in terms of quantity of material, but it is extremely difficult to 

use much of this documentation to write history because of its unusual 

nature and because of the lack of a chronology. Chief among the sources 

are Ashurbanipal’s royal inscriptions; these are more numerous and 

lengthier than those preserved for any earlier monarch, and include a 

group of texts which are commonly called ‘annals’ but which are really a 

curious combination of the annalistic form and the ‘display’ form.^ They 

are rather like small historical novels and have behind them a complex 

textual history. Considerable care must be exercised in studying these to 

unravel the true course of events. Turning to the other sources, as with 

Ashurbanipal’s immediate predecessors, there are a large number of state 

letters, astrological reports, and legal and administrative documents.^ In 

addition there are the oracle texts which have already been described 

under Esarhaddon. The bulk of the inscribed material comes from 

Nineveh, which is also a source of a rich quantity of sculptured reliefs. 

* Specialized histories of the reign are a 344,ccxxx-cdlxxii; F. H. Weissbach, ‘A§§urbanapli\ in 

A 16, 1, ^05-7. 

2 There is no comprehensive edition or bibliography of the royal inscriptions of Ashurbanipal. 

Many sources in English translation will be found in a 33 ii, §§ 762-1129. The more important text 

editions are: a 344; A3I3;a337;a 162; a 312; A 238; a 333. Further see the bibliography in a 3 under 

the relevant entries, to which add a 363. For the references in chronographic texts see a 23, 208. 

3 See a 72-109. 
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Chronologically oriented sources for the period are unusually sparse, 

and the internal chronology of the reign is one of the more uncertain 

areas in Neo-Assyrian history. There is no Eponym Chronicle for the 

entire reign; the eponym list breaks off at 649; no Babylonian Chronicles 

are preserved beyond 667; and the so-called ‘annals’ of Ashurbanipal 

confuse rather than contribute to a solution of the chronological 

problems. No eponyms are quoted in the text of the annals, but rather the 

compaigns are numbered in order of their appearance in the narrative, 

and this order is not necessarily according to chronological sequence. 

Moreover, the order varies from one edition of the annals to another, so 

that the same campaign can have two or more different numbers in the 

various editions. The recently proposed reconstruction of the chrono¬ 

logy of the reign will be followed in these pages.'* 

2. Egypt and the west 

Ashurbanipal’s relations with Egypt are highlighted by two military 

campaigns; the first, against Taharqa, culminated in the recapture of 

Memphis (667) (Pis. Vol., pi. 56); the second, against Tantamani, was 

crowned by the capture of Thebes (r. 665).^ The death of Esarhaddon 

while en route to Egypt in 669 meant that Assyrian ambition in Egypt was 

suspended while the new king, Ashurbanipal, consolidated his domestic 

position. Taharqa took advantage of the situation by occupying Mem¬ 

phis and launching an attack against the Assyrian garrison stationed 

there by Esarhaddon. When news of this action reached Nineveh, 

Ashurbanipal promptly despatched an Assyrian force to Egypt, which 

met and defeated at Kar-baniti an army sent out by Taharqa. As soon as 

word of the disaster reached Memphis, Taharqa abandoned the city and 

fled up the Nile to take refuge in Thebes. The Assyrians, whose numbers 

were augmented by auxiliaries contributed by a number of kingdoms in 

the Mediterranean region and by Egyptian vassals, commandeered ships 

to pursue the enemy up the Nile. Taharqa abandoned Thebes and 

prepared to defend himself on the opposite bank of the river. 

The narrative of the proposed pursuit, preserved only in early editions 

of the annals, stops abruptly at this point and is followed by a description 

of treachery on the part of Assyrian vassals in Egypt. Thus, as Spalinger 

* See A 326. 

^ Sources for the Egyptian campaigns - a 2j, no. 14: 40—4. Edition A: a 344, 6-17 i 52 - ii 48. 

Edition B: a 337, 30-41 i 50 - ii 40. Edition C: a 344, 138-43; a 313, i4f; a 258, 52f; a 335, 105. 

Edition D: a 337, 97. Edition E: A 337,10-15; a 555» Edition F: a 312,30-3. Edition H: a 

688, io2f. Annals tablet: a 344, 158-67, and cf. a 313,56 (82—5—22, 10). Other royal inscriptions: a 

313, 54; A 162, io6f; A 120, 84: 80. Reliefs: a 115,47b and pi. xxxvi. Letter: a 72, no. 923 (a 73, 117 

and see A 341). See also a 25, 208b. For a thorough exposition of the sources, including the Egyptian 

material, see a 340 and a 324. Also cf. a 30. Sec below, pp. 700-2. 
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has suggested, one suspects that the Assyrian march to Thebes was 

prevented or interrupted by the discovery of the treachery.^ Necho, 

Sharru-lu-dari, and Pakrur, Egyptian princes whom Esarhaddon had 

earlier recognized, communicated secretly with Taharqa, seeking an 

alliance. The messengers were caught and the plot revealed to the 

Assyrians. Presumably it was in this emergency that the army abandoned 

its expedition to Thebes, although this is not stated in our sources, and 

promptly crushed the rebellion. The Assyrians punished in their 

inimitable fashion all those implicated in the plot with the exception of 

Necho, who was reinstated with much honour as a vassal prince at Kar- 

bel-matati (Sai's), and his son, who would eventually become known as 

Psammetichus I. Memphis was reoccupied by the Assyrians, who 

restored order to their holdings in Egypt, strengthened their defences, 

and brought back prisoners and booty to Assyria. 

Eventually Taharqa was replaced by his nephew Tantamani, who 

carried on his uncle’s attempt to win Egypt. Tantamani secured Thebes 

and then marched down the Nile to Memphis, where he met in battle the 

Egyptian princes of the Delta, including Necho. Tantamani won the day 

but a subsequent invasion of the Delta itself foundered. By this time the 

news had reached Nineveh and an Assyrian army once again invaded 

Egypt. In face of this attack Tantamani abandoned Memphis but his 

army was overtaken by the Assyrians and defeated. Tantamani escaped 

to Thebes, from whence he had to flee when the Assyrians captured the 

city and looted it. The fall of Thebes (r. 663) marks the pinnacle of 

Assyrian achievement in Egypt and, in more practical terms, it ended 

Kushite interference with Assyrian holdings in Syria-Palestine. Under 

Psammetichus I, who was installed as king at Sai's and Memphis, Egypt 

caused Assyria no further trouble and Ashurbanipal was free to 

concentrate his efforts elsewhere. 

Since the days of Sennacherib Assyria had enjoyed a strong position in 

Syria—Palestine and, with the exception of Tyre, Ashurbanipal had no 

difficulties with this region. Indeed the state of Arvad was more 

effectively embraced within Assyria’s sphere of influence during his 

reign.® Ashurbanipal’s firm hold is illustrated by a long list of his western 

vassals, although the reliability of the list is suspect, since it is copied 

verbatim from a list in the royal inscriptions of Esarhaddon.’ But Tyre 

remained the centre of resistance which it had been in the previous reign, 

and Ashurbanipal laid siege to the island stronghold (r. 662) after 

6 Sec A 340. See a 342. 

® Sources for relations with Arvad — Edition A: a 344,18—21 ii 65-7 and 81—94. Edition B: a 337, 

44-7 ii 71-92. Edition D: a 337, 97. Edition F: a 312, 34f i 70 - ii 9. Annals tablet: a 344, i68f r. 

27-31. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 84: 83f. On the date of these events see a 326. 

’ See A 4, 85. 
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Egyptian affairs had been settled.'® Ashurbanipal’s siege was more 

successful than that of Esarhaddon, for, although Tyre did not actually 

fall, it is claimed that its ruler, Baal, submitted and Ashurbanipal 

accepted his daughter and nieces along with much treasure in token of 

his vassalship. But Tyre did not remain subservient, and later in the reign 

(c. 644), on his return from a campaign against the Arabs, Ashurbanipal 

attacked the mainland suburb of Tyre, called Ushu, and plundered it." It 

seems that it was on this same occasion that he took Akku (Acco, Acre) 

by force and a number of men whom he carried off he added to his 

army. 

3. Anatolia 

The suppression of Tyre brought in its wake offers of friendship from 

major Anatolian states, Tabal, Khilakku, and Lydia, for Asia Minor was 

by this time sorely pressed by the Cimmerians. Although Esarhaddon 

had claimed a victory over a Cimmerian band, by the reign of Ashurbani¬ 

pal the Cimmerians had effectively ended Assyrian control in this area 

and were threatening states as far west as Lydia. Ashurbanipal’s victories 

in Egypt and against Tyre caused the beleaguered ruler of Khilakku to 

seek Assyrian support by sending his daughter with a dowry to 

Nineveh.'3 As for Tabal, Mugallu, the old enemy of Esarhaddon, was 

now its ruler and presumably the ruler of Melid as well, although Melid 

is not mentioned by Ashurbanipal. Mugallu is said to have brought his 

daughter with a dowry to Nineveh, but, true to his wily nature, he then 

began to intrigue with Dugdamme (the Lygdamis of classical authors) of 

the Ummanmanda (an Akkadian literary term applied to various enemies 

including the Cimmerians and Scythians) against Assyria.Dugdamme 

attempted two invasions of Assyria (c. 640)'^ but calamity befell him 

both times before he could actually attack; on the first occasion fire broke 

out in his camp and on the second he was struck by illness and died. 

^0 Sources for Tyre-Edition A: A 344,16-191149-62. Edition B: a 357,40-51141-70. Edition D: 

A 557,97- Edition F: a 512, 32—5 i 56-69. Edition H: a 688, io2f ii 14-24. Other royal inscriptions: a 

120, 84: 8if. Regarding the date see a 526. 

" Edition A: a 344, 8ofix 115—21. 

‘2 Edition A: A 344, 82f ix 122-8. 

Sources for Khilakku - Edition A: a 344, iSfii 75-80. Edition B: a 337,44^! 71-9. Edition D: 

A 337, 97. Edition F: a 312, 34f. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 84: 83f. 

Sources for Tabal - Edition A: a 344, i8f ii 68-74. Edition B: a 357,44f ii 71-9. Edition D: a 

337, 97. Edition F: a 312, 34f i 71-7. Annals tablet: a 544, i68f r. 22-6. Other royal inscriptions a 

120, 88: 138-45. 

Sources for Dugdamme - Edition H: a 775, 4: 1-6; a 162, 109; a 535, io9f. Other royal 

inscriptions: a 120,88f 138-62; a 344,276-87: 20-6; a 162, io6f. For discussion and bibliography see 

A 342, 156 and n. 19; a 517, 80 n. 26. Sec a 326; and see below, p. 559. 
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Dugdamme was succeeded by his son Sandakshatru, concerning whom 

no further narrative is preserved. 

The third ruler who is recorded as having sought friendly relations 

with Assyria in the face of the Cimmerian threat was Gyges (Gugu) of 

Lydia.Prompted by a dream, says Ashurbanipal, Gyges sent a 

messenger with gifts to Nineveh and from that day he began to be 

successful in his war with the Cimmerians. The Cimmerians were not so 

easily repelled, however, and in 657 an astrologer predicted, in a report 

to Ashurbanipal, that the Cimmerians would overrun the west, although 

Assyria would be spared.'® Several years after this report Lydia was 

overrun by the Cimmerians and Gyges was killed (c. 645). He was 

succeeded by his son who, Ashurbanipal says, resumed good relations 

with Assyria."* From these incidents it is clear that Assyria was still on 

the defensive on the Anatolian frontier, worried by the Cimmerian 

hordes and anxious to ally itself with any Anatolian state that would 

resist and hamper Cimmerian progress. 

4. The north and north east 

The scene on this frontier is much the same as during the reign of 

Esarhaddon, with the Mannaeans, Medes, and Urartians being the 

leading antagonists, and there is no need to repeat the description of the 

intricate relationships and primary goals of the participants. The 

highlight of the action, from the Assyrian point of view, was a brilliantly 

successful campaign against the Mannaeans.Before Ashurbanipal’s 

time the Mannaeans had made inroads into territory claimed by the 

Assyrians, capturing one city after another. Early in his reign (c. 660), 

Ashurbanipal launched an attack against the Mannaeans, crashed 

through their domain as far as Izirtu, and hj means of vigorous 

excursions regained numerous districts for Assyria. This operation 

precipitated a revolution; Akhsheri, king of the Mannaeans, was 

assassinated and his son Ualh took the throne. Ualli sent his son and 

daughter to Ashurbanipal’s court and agreed to supply the Assyrians 

with horses. 

The Medes, many of whom had been vassals of Esarhaddon, had by 

now become aggressive, but Ashurbanipal boasts of only one expedition 

Edition A: a 344, zofii 95—110. Edition B: a 357,46-9 ii 93 — iii 4. Edition D: a 357,97. Edition 

E: A 337, i6f; A 535, 102. Edition F: a 312,34—7 ii 10-20. Annals tablet: a 344, 166-9 r. 13-21. See a 

339; A 317; A 244, 113—18; A 325. Sec below, p. 559. A 72, no. 1391; and see a 327. 

Edition A: a 344, 20-3 ii 111-25. See a 342,133—7 and n. 6. The date of Gyges’ death is usually 

given as 652 B.c. but this must be lowered. See a 317, 78f n. 25; a 343; a 326. 

20 Edition A: a 344, 22—7 ii 126-iii 26. Edition B: a 357,50-7 iii i6-iv 2. Edition C: a 313,15 iv 

31-62. Edition D: a 337, 97. Edition F: a 512, 36-9 ii 21—52. Edition H: a 688, io2f. Other royal 

inscriptions: A 120, 85: 87-90; a 313, 83 r. 10. 
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against them, during which he captured alive some Median rulers who 

had previously been subject to Assyria.2* The king of Urartu, Rusa, sent 

a peaceful envoy to Ashurbanipal early in the latter’s reign, which was in 

keeping with Urartu’s long avoidance of confrontation with Assyria.22 

Nonetheless, in about 657 an Urartian governor attacked Ubumu, the 

capital of Shubria, which Esarhaddon had added to his empire. Ashurba- 

nipal’s troops managed to capture the Urardan leader of this expedition, 

Andaria, and his head was brought back to Nineveh.23 Many years later 

(c. 645), when the Shamash-shuma-ukin rebellion had been crushed and 

Ashurbanipal had won a major victory over Elam, Sarduri, king of 

Urartu, sought friendly relations with Assyria.The paucity of praise¬ 

worthy deeds in the Assyrian records is indicative of the vulnerability of 

Ashurbanipal’s northern and north-eastern frontier, for during this time 

the enemies of Assyria were creeping closer and closer to the centre of 

the empire. 

5. Elam and Babylonia 

Babylonia and Elam were natural allies during the long period of 

Assyrian ascendancy, and this fact had interesting results during Ashur¬ 

banipal’s reign. Babylonian affairs are treated in detail in Chapter 21, 

and here the main emphasis will be upon Elam with only a synopsis of 

the Shamash-shuma-ukin rebellion. The good relations between Elam 

and Assyria established by the treaty during Esarhaddon’s reign conti¬ 

nued into the early part of Ashurbanipal’s sovereignty; when there was 

famine in Elam, Ashurbanipal not only allowed some starving Elamites 

to take refuge in Assyria but also sent grain to Elam.25 Given the long 

bitter struggle with Elam that preceded Ashurbanipal’s time, however, 

it is not surprising that in due course hostilities broke out. According to 

Ashurbanipal, three leading figures instigated Urtak, king of Elam, to 

invade Babylonia; these men were Bel-iqisha, the Gambulaean and 

former vassal of Esarhaddon, Nabu-shuma-eresh, the guenna of Nippur, 

and Marduk-shuma-ibni, a Babylonian general in the service of Urtak.25 
The occasion for the invasion was Assyria’s involvement with Egypt in 

667; the Elamites very quickly overran Babylonia and laid siege to 

Babylon. Despite his preoccupation, Ashurbanipal eventually des¬ 

patched troops to the south and the invaders fled back across the border. 

Edition B: a 337, 56? iv 3-8. Edition D: a 337, 97. 

^ A 346, 188, and cf. A 115, 6f; A 155, 251-8. Cf. a 337, 102 iii 21-4. See A 326. 

“ Edition B: a 337,56fiv 9-17. Edition C: A 313, i5fv9-23. Edition D: a 337,97. Cf. a 569, 344 

n. 9. ^ Edition A: a 344, 84f x 40-50. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 87: 121-5. 

Edition B: a 337, 56-9 iv 18-26. Edition H: a 688, io2f Also see a 72, no. 295. 

25 Edition B: a 357, 56-9 iv 18-53. Edition D; a 557, 97. Edition H: a 688, io2f Other royal 
inscriptions: A 315, 87-9: 28f 
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A few years later, in 664, there was a dynastic upset in Elam and 

Teumman seized the throne. Urtak’s sons, together with many of the 

royal family and retainers, fled Elam to seek asylum with Ashurbanipal.^'i' 

The presence in Nineveh of a rival claimant to the Elamite throne meant 

that good relations between Ashurbanipal and Teumman were out of 

the question, particularly when the Assyrian rejected Teumman’s 

demand for the extradition of the fugitives. The hostile atmosphere 

became absolutely stormy when Shamash-shuma-ukin began, perhaps as 

early as 653, to form an anti-Assyrian alliance into which Elam was 

drawn. Teumman invaded the east Tigris region in this year and the 

move may well have been intended to support Shamash-shuma-ukin’s 

bid for power, a bid which was not actually made until the following 

year.28 Be that as it may, the attack was unsuccessful, for Ashurbanipal’s 

army promptly occupied Der and the Elamites fled back to Susa without 

a confrontation. The Assyrians pursued their enemies and a pitched 

battle was fought at Tell Tuba on the banks of the River Ulaya. The 

conflict is vividly portrayed in a series of reliefs with cuneiform captions 

from Nineveh, in which the Assyrian troops are shown cutting down 

the Elamites.29 Thus Assyria defeated the Elamite army on home 

ground. Teumman was beheaded, and Ashurbanipal appointed one of 

the Elamite princes who had been living at his court, Khumban-nikash 

II, as king at Susa and another such prince, Tammaritu I, as king at 

Khaidalu. 

The success of this Elamite campaign provided an excellent oppor¬ 

tunity to regain dominance over the buffer state of Gambulu.^o Ashurba¬ 

nipal had not forgotten that Bel-iqisha had been implicated in Urtak’s 

invasion of Babylonia and, although Bel-iqisha had now been replaced 

by his son Dunanu as leader of the Gambulaeans, the Assyrian wanted 

vengeance. He stormed through Dunanu’s lands and captured, sacked, 

and destroyed the capital Sha-pi-Bel. Dunanu was taken captive to 

Nineveh, where he was displayed to the people with the head of 

Teumman hanging from his neck. The bones of Nabu-shuma-eresh, the 

guenna of Nippur, who like Bel-iqisha had urged Urtak to invade 

Babylonia, were brought back from Gambulu and crushed in a gate of 

Nineveh. 

2^ A 25, no. 15: 2f. Edition B: A 357,6of iv 58—86. Other royal inscriptions: a 315, 87-9: 29- r. i. 

See A 677, 19; A 326. 

28 Edition A: a 344, 26f iii 27-51. Edition B: a 337, 60-77 87 - vii 2. Edition C: a 313, 16 vi 

57 — vii 9. Edition D: a 337, 97. Edition F; a 312, 38—41 ii 5 3-71. Other royal inscriptions: a 344, 

188-95: 7-r. 15; A 315, 45f, 51; 5-8, 67. 83f. 

29 A 115, i4f, 42f, and pis. xxiv-xxvi; a 147, pis. 68-70 (and cf. a i i 5, 20 and 42a). Also note a 

344, 322—33; A 346, 176-91; A 313, 91—105; and cf. A 514; A 155, 287-97. 

^ Edition A: a 344, 26—9 iii 5 2-69. Edition B: a 337, 70-7 vi 17 — vii 2. Edition C: a 313, 16 vii 

10-120. Edition D: a 337,97. Edition F: a 312,40-3 ii 72 - iii 5. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 85: 

105-7; A 313, 83: 10-1.3; A 346, 176—91 and A 313,91—103. Also note a 313, 83 r. 1—4; a 72, no. 269. 
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These early clashes with Elam are a mere prologue to the serious 

situation which developed with the outbreak of the Shamash-shuma- 

ukin rebellion, and it is necessary to go back for a moment and outline 

the beginnings of the war with Babylonia.Although Esarhaddon had 

stipulated that at his death Shamash-shuma-ukin was to become king of 

Babylonia, this did not happen automatically, as it did with Ashurbani- 

pal in Assyria, and Ashurbanipal claims that he actually appointed his 

brother to the southern monarchy.pje further claims that during the 

period of the dual monarchy he was friendly and generous towards 

Babylonia and Shamash-shuma-ukin. But the very fact that two brothers 

wore the crowns of two lands which were ancient rivals was sufficient 

reason for jealousy and hostility to erupt and, despite Ashurbanipal’s 

boasts of friendly acts, the record speaks against him. 

At the beginning of Ashurbanipal’s reign the statues of Marduk and 

other Babylonian deities were taken back to Babylon from Ashur (668), 

thus continuing Esarhaddon’s policy of restoring Babylon after Senna¬ 

cherib’s destruction,^^ ^ut the practice stopped abruptly with this event 

and was not resumed for thirteen years, until 65 5-65 3, when further cult 

objects were returned.^ This may possibly indicate a lapse in the 

restoration programme as a whole. Whether the lapse of the restoration 

policy was by design or mere casual neglect, it could not but have caused 

dissatisfaction in Babylonia; and the resumption of the policy in 655, 

three years before the revolt broke out, was an eleventh-hour attempt by 

Assyria to quell disaffection. It is to this period that one should probably 

date an incident related by Ashurbanipal: Babylonian envoys came to the 

court at Nineveh.The purpose of the mission is not stated, and this is 

not surprising, since they had probably been sent to complain of neglect 

by the Assyrian court. Ashurbanipal records that he treated the delega¬ 

tion handsomely, and it was his policy throughout the subsequent 

tumult to regard the Babylonians as innocent dupes of Shamash-shuma- 

ukin’s cunning. 

Shamash-shuma-ukin gradually built up support for his ambitious 

aims in a wide circle which embraced a number of foreign nations, 

including the Elamites and Arabs, and, as we suggested earlier, one may 

regard Teumman’s attack in 655 as the first move on the part of this 

alliance, although this is not stated in any of the sources. As the clouds of 

war gathered on the horizon, Ashurbanipal attempted to undermine 

Shamash-shuma-ukin’s position by seeking to win the Babylonians to 

his side. This was a favourite Assyrian strategy, attempting to alienate an 

3' Cf. A 574, 74-8. 

^2 A 344, 28 iii 72, 230: I if, 234: i4f, etc. Cf. a 574, 72f and a 544, 319 no. 33. 

A 25, no. I iv 34-6 = no. 14: 35f = no. 16: 5-7; a 498, no. 149. 

^ A 25, no. 15: 4f; K.2411 in a 677, 2if (and cf. pp. 19—23). 

Edition A: a 344, 28—31 iii 82-95. 
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enemy ruler from his people; Sennacherib’s rah-saqeh had tried this under 

the walls of Jerusalem and Tiglath-pileser Ill’s officers did the same at 

the gates of Babylon during the Mukin-zeri rebellion. 

In the present instance there is actually a letter preserved from 

Ashurbanipal to the citizens of Babylon, dated Ayyaru (ii) of 652, in 

which the king emphasizes the privileges which the Babylonians enjoyed 

and would continue to enjoy under the pax Assjriaca so long as they 

were loyal to Ashurbanipal.^^ One may presume that the Babylonian 

response to this ploy was silence, for in the same month that the letter 

was despatched the major-domo began to conscript troops in Babylo¬ 

nia.^^ Events moved rapidly. Two months later (17/1V/652) Ashurbani¬ 

pal considered but then rejected a plan to force an entrance into Babylon 

in the hope that Shamash-shuma-ukin would be captured and the revolt 

nipped in the bud.^® The conscription of troops continued in Babylonia 

until open warfare erupted towards the end of the year (19/X/652), the 

immediate cause probably being the conscription. 

The war raged for four years (652-648) and, while the issue hung in 

the balance for the first half of this period, after the middle of 651 it 

became just a matter of time before Shamash-shuma-ukin succumbed.'*'’ 

At the end of 65 2 there were two battles, one on 12/xii and the second on 

27/xii, when the Assyrians defeated a Babylonian force at Khirit.*’ Elam, 

of course, was another of Shamash-shuma-ukin’s allies and in the early 

days of the war Khumban-nikash II of Elam sent a contingent to assist 

Shamash-shuma-ukin, but the Elamite troops were defeated by the 

Assyrians.'*2 The abortive attack probably precipitated the revolution in 

Elam, in which Khumban-nikash was replaced by Tammaritu II.The 

usurper continued the Elamite policy of support for Shamash-shuma- 

ukin and advanced once again to participate in the war.'*'* Suddenly 

mutiny broke out in the ranks; Indabibi seized the sovereignty and 

Tammaritu II fled with his family for asylum, but not as one would 

expect to Shamash-shuma-ukin; rather he fled to Ashurbanipal! This is 

indicative of a change in the relative fortunes of Ashurbanipal and 

^ A 72, no. 301. 37 ^ 2}, no. 16: 9f. 38 A 497, no. loz. 39 ^ 25, no. 16: 11. 

Edition A: a 344, 28—41 iii 70 — iv 109. Edition C: a 313, i6f; A 258, 55-7. Other royal 

inscriptions: a 120, 86: i lo-i 3. Also note a 313, 79—81, 86 r. 14—17. Further see a 497, lxii—lxvi; a 

677, 24-9; A 572; A 574, 78—125. A 25, no. 16: 13-16. 

^2 Edition B: a 337, 76f vii 3—35. Edition C: a 315,17 viii 3—16. Edition D: a 337,97. Edition F: a 

312, 42f iii 6-9. Other royal inscriptions*. A 313,5 jf 9-12; A 344, i8of: 30-4; a 346, 198—201. Also 

note A 72 no. 1380. 

^3 That this Tammaritu and the Tammaritu (il) mentioned earlier are two different men has been 

shown by A 313, 52 n. 5. 

^ Edition B: a 337,76-81 vii 36-92. EditionC: a 313,17 viii 17-52. Edition D; a 337,97. Edition 

F: A 312, 42—5 iii 10-32. Edition G: a 337, loaf iv i—22; a 563, 229-37. Other royal inscriptions: a 

344, 180-3: 35-9; A 313, 46f: 13 - r. 8, 5 if: 13 — r. 7, 54 (K.6358), 67f, 86: r. 9-21, 91-105; a 346, 

191-203; A 35 II, § 1087; A 72, no. 1195. 
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Shamash-shuma-ukin, for this narrative has dashed ahead of other 

events which must now be considered. 

During the first half of 651 there was considerable chaos both in 

Babylonia and Assyria,chaos compounded by the fact that Nabu-bel- 

shumati, son of the notorious Merodach-baladan II and ruler of the 

Sealand, had come in on the side of Shamash-shuma-ukin. Doubts about 

Nabu-bel-shumati’s loyalty were voiced at the Assyrian court at the 

beginning of 651 (4/1), when a report came to Nineveh that he was 

gathering troops in Elam."** But Ashurbanipal, believing Nabu-bel- 

shumati still to be loyal, sent troops to assist him on the southern front, 

and Nabu-bel-shumati, in a cunning move worthy of his father, trapped 

these Assyrian auxiliaries by night and made them prisoners.A few 

months later (9/via) Assyria lost Cutha to Shamash-shuma-ukin."*® This 

was the last victory of Shamash-shuma-ukin, however, for immediately 

afterwards the balance swung in favour of Ashurbanipal. Although 

there is no record of what brought about this alteration, it may have been 

the mutiny in the attack force of Tammaritu II. With the Elamite army 

out of action the Assyrians would have had a free hand to concentrate on 

Shamash-shuma-ukin and, if this is so, one wonders whether Ashurbani¬ 

pal had a clandestine hand in the mutiny. 

In any event, a month after the Babylonian victory at Cutha, Shamash- 

shuma-ukin’s luck had so altered that there was a real possibility, as 

known from an oracle request, that the Babylonian king might flee the 

country to seek refuge in Elam (15/VI1/651)."*’ Ashurbanipal, on the 

other hand, was growing in confidence and success, as is manifest from 

further oracle requests, including one about a proposed attack on 

Shamash-shuma-ukin’s army at Bab-same (near Babylon).®** Early in 650 

(5 /ii) the Sealand was back in the Assyrian camp and Ashurbanipal sent 

Bel-ibni with an army to take charge of Nabu-bel-shumati’s old 

domain.®* The Assyrians could now apply pressure on Babylonia from 

all sides, and on the eleventh of Du’uzu (iv) they pressed up to the gates 

of Babylon and laid siege to the city.®^ The Babylonians endured the 

siege for two years, suffering terrible hardships and famine, until the city 

fell in 648. 

The maintenance of the siege would have occupied only a portion of 

Ashurbanipal’s fighting forces, and thus most of the army was free to 

carry out campaigns against the Arabs and Elamites as retribution for 

their support of Shamash-shuma-ukin. The Arabian campaigns will be 

■*5 A 25, no. 15: II, no. 16: 17-19. ** A 497, no. 105. 

A 2J, no. I): 12-18. Edition B; A 357, 8ofvii 8i-8. Edition D: a 337,97. Cf. A 677, 26-8 and A 

574, 77f- 
A 2J, no. 15: 7-10. « A 497, no. 109. 

“ A 497, no. 118 and cf. nos. 107, 113, 115; {unher cf. nos. 126, 129, 135, 139. 

A 72, no. 289. 52 A 2j, no. 15: 19. 
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treated later. It is now time to return to Assyria’s relations with Elam. 

Elam’s position had altered considerably with the change in the fortunes 

of war, and when Tammaritu II fled to Ashurbanipal’s court, rather than 

using this as a pretext for further hostilities, Indabibi sought and gained 

good relations with the Assyrian king. Ashurbanipal, in a letter to 

Indabibi, addresses him as ‘my brother’, which is an indication of a treaty 

between the two.^^ Although the treaty has not been recovered, one of its 

provisions or preliminary stages involved Indabibi’s voluntary release to 

Ashurbanipal of the Assyrian troops which Nabu-bel-shumati had 

treacherously seized.5"* The Elamite-Assyrian accord continued until 

649, the year in which the aforementioned letter is dated, and it was 

probably in this same year that Indabibi was overthrown by Khumban- 

khaltash III. 

In passing one should note a late and garbled version of these events in 

Ashurbanipal’s annals, in which it is related that Ashurbanipal 

demanded of Indabibi the surrender of the Assyrian troops captured by 

Nabu-bel-shumati and of Nabu-bel-shumati himself; but before Ashur¬ 

banipal’s messengers could reach Indabibi, he was deposed by Khum- 

ban-khaltash.55 This story is obviously Assyrian rationalization of the 

overthrow of Indabibi and conflates two separate incidents, the return of 

the Assyrians by Indabibi and Ashurbanipal’s demand to Khumban- 

khaltash for the extradition of Nabu-bel-shumati (646).The sequel to 

the second incident was dramatic: when the demand was delivered at the 

Elamite court, Nabu-bel-shumati committed suicide (he and his shield- 

bearer fell on one another’s swords) and Khumban-khaltash could only 

send back with Ashurbanipal’s messenger his corpse.Friendship 

towards Elam was a temporary expedient during the latter days of the 

Shamash-shuma-ukin rebellion, but with the rebellion crushed Assyria 

could dispense with the expedient and launch a campaign against Elam. 

The purpose of the campaign (648) was to win back the buffer states 

between Elam and Assyria, to seek revenge for Elam’s earlier role as an 

ally of Shamash-shuma-ukin, and to replace Khumban-khaltash with 

Tammaritu II, who had been living in exile at Ashurbanipal’s court. 

The people of the border states of Khilimmu and Pillatu fled to Assyria 

in face of the conflict, but Bit-Imbi resisted and was taken by force. When 

news of the invasion reached Khumban-khaltash, he abandoned 

Madaktu and fled to the mountains. Ashurbanipal once again put his 

53 A 72, no. 1151. Cf. A 574, io6f. 54 Edition Bi A 557» 8of vii 77-92. 

55 Edition C: a 544, 142—5 ‘viii'. 56 ^ no. 879. 

5’ Edition A: a 544,60-5 vii 25-50. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 85f: 107-10; a 31}, 68f; a 72, 

no. 879. 

53 Edition A: a 344, 40-5 iv 110 — v 22. Edition F: a 512, 44-7 iii 3 5-71. Cf. a 326. 
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own choice, this time Tammaritu II, on the throne at Susa. Tammaritu’s 

tenure of office was short-hved, however, for he was forced a second 

time to flee to Ashurbanipal for asylum when Khumban-khaltash made a 

successful bid to reclaim the crown. Ashurbanipal attempted another 

attack in the same year to re-establish Tammaritu, but his army 

succeeded only in capturing and plundering a number of towns, 

including Khamanu (depicted in reliefs), and Khumban-khaltash 

remained in control of the Elamite throne.5® 

Elam had consumed a considerable quantity of Assyrian time and 

effort with no benefit to Assyria, and even the attempts to control Elam 

through a puppet king had been frustrated; it is not surprising that 

Ashurbanipal now felt compelled to take drastic steps. The Assyrian 

monarch called for a massive effort, an effort that would virtually crush 

Elam once and for all.*° In 647 the Assyrian forces thundered through 

the border regions recapturing Bit-Imbi, Rashi, and Khamanu, and 

Khumban-khaltash once again fled, this time to take up a defensive 

position at the Idid river. Ashurbanipal pursued him there, and as the 

invading army crossed the river the Elamite abandoned his position and 

fled to the mountains. 

The Assyrians swarmed through Elam taking one city after another 

(one of these cities, Din-sharri, is pictured in the reliefs), killing, looting, 

and even smashing cult images. But the capital, Susa, took the brunt of 

this rampage. While Ashurbanipal sat in state in the Elamite palace his 

soldiers destroyed temples and the ziggurat, desecrated the sacred 

groves and royal tombs, seized cult statues and royal statues, emptied the 

royal treasury, and carried off numbers of people and valuable booty and 

animals to Assyria. The devastation even included the spreading of salt 

over the fields, and Ashurbanipal boasted that henceforth no human cry 

would be heard throughout Elam for the land had reverted to wilder¬ 

ness. Back in Assyria the best of the plunder was dedicated to the gods, 

the skilled soldiers were added to the royal guard, and the remaining 

people and goods were distributed among the nobles and cities. The 

statue of the goddess Nanaya, which had been stolen by the Elamites in 

antiquity, was restored with great celebration to its proper abode in 

Uruk.*'' The might of Elam was destroyed, for however sceptical one 

Edition A; a 544, 44—7 v 25-62. Edition F: a 557, 46-9 iii 72 - iv 16. Reliefs: a 115, 14, 20, 

39-41, 46, 58f and pis. xvi—xxi, lxvi. 

^ Edition A: a 544,46-61 v 63 - vii 8. Edition F: a 312,48-61 iv 17 - vi 21. Edition T: a 161,34f 

iv 37 — V 32. Other royal inscriptions: a 344, i86f r. 15-20; a 313,43f, 5 if r. 7—14; a 120, 8$: 96-105. 

Reliefs: a 1 i 5,20,59-61, and pis. lxvii (Din-sharri), lxx, and Fragment g (Bit-Burnakki). Cf. a 326. 

Opinions on the date of the statue’s abduction by the Elamites vary. Cf. a 3 28,97f; a 8,59,111, 

206; A 41, 486. On the return of Nanaya note a 318, 9f, which may be a hymn to celebrate this 

occasion. Also cf. a 515, 74f, 82: 9-13. 
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might be of the details of the Assyrian rampage, in subsequent history 

Elam appears rarely and modestly until the Khuzistan plain is finally 

occupied by the Persians. 

6. The Arabs 

It has already been observed that the presentation of military and 

political events found in the various editions of Ashurbanipal’s annals is 

very confused, and this is perhaps best illustrated in the diverse 

narratives regarding relations with the Arabs.Fortunately two recent 

studies, by Epha'^1 and Weippert respectively, have dealt with this 

problem in detail, although there is some discrepancy between them, and 

the following synopsis relies heavily upon the results of their investi¬ 

gations.^'* The oath of subservience which had been imposed upon Uaite^ 

of Qedar by Esarhaddon was renewed under Ashurbanipal, but some 

time before 6 5 2 this ruler, together with Ammuladdin, carried out 

border raids in Palestine and Syria, areas subject to Assyria. Ashurbani¬ 

pal despatched troops which skirmished with the Arabs and burnt and 

looted their tents. However, Uaite^ escaped and took refuge with Natnu 

of the Nabayatu. Ashurbanipal installed Abiyate’ in place of Uaite’ as 

king of Qedar and imposed upon him an oath of subservience. 

Eventually Natnu submitted to a similar oath. Ammuladdin, on the 

other hand, was captured by the Moabites and sent as a prisoner to 

Nineveh. 

Difficulties with the sources for relations with the Arabs become even 

more pronounced in treating their role in the Shamash-shuma-ukin 

rebellion, and the following synthesis is rather uncertain. When Sha¬ 

mash-shuma-ukin formed his alliance, his Arab allies included Qedar- 

ites, led by Abiyate’ and Ayamu, and a people called the Shumu^ilu (not 

to be confused with Ishmael). These groups invaded Babylonia, and 

when the tide of war turned against Shamash-shuma-ukin in the middle 

of 651, Ashurbanipal despatched an army against the Arab contingent, 

probably either late in 651 or in 650. The Arabs suffered two defeats. A 

few years after the suppression of the Shamash-shuma-ukin rebellion, 

beginning c. 644, the Assyrian army again campaigned against the Arabs, 

namely Abiyate^ of Qedar, Uaite’ of Shumu^ilu, and Natnu of the 

62 Edition A: a 544,60—3 vii 9-81,82—5 x6—39. Reliefs: a 115,16, i9f, 45—7,54—8, and pis. xxxiv— 

XXXV,LX-LXV. 

63 Edition A: a 344, 64—83 vii 82 - x 5. Edition B: a 337, 80-7 vii 93 — viii 63. Edition C: a 344, 

i44f; A 313,18; A 258,54. Edition D: A 337,97. Other royal inscriptions: a 344, 216-19, no. 15; a 313, 

3 5,45; A 120,86f: 113-29; A 777, 74-85. Reliefs: a 346, aoofnos. 79-82; a 115,15f,45,and pis. xxxii— 

xxxiii; A 155, 152-7. Letters: a 72, nos. 260, 262, 305, 1117. Cf. a 326. 

« A 19, 142-69;A 777. 

63 In addition to the sources given above in n. 63 see a 3 21; a 316; A 777, 51 n. 5 7; a 315. 
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Nabayatu, in retaliation for raids which they had conducted against 

Palestine and Syria. The Assyrians used Damascus as their base and had a 

number of encounters with the nomads, destroying and looting their 

camps. Abiyate^ was captured, but Natnu seems to have escaped and it 

was probably on a subsequent campaign that he was caught. Nukh- 

khuru, his son, escaped on this occasion but subsequently came with 

tribute to Ashurbanipal, who crowned him king in his father’s stead. 

7. Other political events 

The people of the city of Kirbitu had made border raids in the east Tigris 

region, plundering and harassing the inhabitants of Der, who appealed 

to Ashurbanipal for help. In 668 the king ordered his local governors to 

send a force to punish the trouble makers; Kirbitu, along with other 

cities, was besieged and captured.^* It was probably in the following 

year, after the first campaign in Egypt, that the people carried off from 

Kirbitu were transported to Egypt and other people were settled in 

Kirbitu. 

Apart from the events thus far narrated no other campaigns are 

recorded, although Ashurbanipal boasts of some exotic peoples and 

places which sent messengers and gifts to him on hearing of his great 

deeds. Khundaru, king of Dilmun, is said to have sent annual tribute; 

Shikhum, king of an island near Dilmun, came in person with tribute;®"^ 

the kings of both Kuppi and Qade sent messengers who travelled six 

months to Ashurbanipal;^® and two kings in Iran, one of them none 

other than Cyrus I, sent ‘tribute’ after Ashurbanipal’s great victory over 

Elam.*5 

8. Building 

The untimely death of Esarhaddon left a number of building projects 

and related enterprises unfinished and Ashurbanipal assumed the res¬ 

ponsibility for their completion as well as initiating a number of 

enterprises himself. Nineveh continued to be the chief royal residence, 

and among the various works of Ashurbanipal here the most spectacular 

was the North Palace on the mound now called Kouyunjik.™ This was 

erected on the site of‘The House of Succession’ {blt-reduti) of Nineveh, 

“ A 2;, no. I iv 37 = no. 14:38. Edition B: a 337,48fiii 5-15. EditionC: a 313, 15. Edition D; a 

337. 97- Edition E: a 337, 14?; a 335, loif. Annals tablet: a 344, i66f r. 6-12. Other royal 

inscriptions: a 344, 206-9. 

A 120, Syf: 129-31, 135-8; A 72, no. 458. Cf. A 120, 99-105; a 345, 22. 

^ A 120, 87: I 3 1-5; A 162, lo6f. Cf. A 345, 24f. 

A 775, 4f: 7-25; A 120, 86: 115-18. Cf. a 775, 1-7; A 120, 98f; A 338. 

’0 Edition A: a 344, 84-91 x 51-120. Edition F: a 312, 60-5 vi 22-73. See a 334; a 115. 
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the palace in which Ashurbanipal had grown up and to which he had, 
therefore, a special attachment. The ruined portions were torn down, the 
terrace rebuilt, the processional approach widened, a pillared portico in 
the Syrian style {btt-hjlani) was added, and a garden planted with exotic 
trees. Inside, the walls of the numerous rooms were lined with miles of 
sculptured reliefs depicting the exploits of the king. Many of these 
magnificent carvings were recovered by nineteenth-century excavators 
and have recently been studied and re-published by Barnett (Pis. Vol., 
pis. 53-4, 56, 59-60). 

Ashurbanipal also did some work on Sennacherib’s South-West 
Palace, to which he added some sculptured reliefs portraying his own 
achievements.^^ The palace built by Sennacherib on the east side of 
Nineveh roughly equidistant between Kouyunjik and Nebi Yunus and 
south of the River Khosr received attention from Ashurbanipal, as is 
indicated by inscribed remains recently found there.'^2 noted in the 
preceding chapter, Esarhaddon had made additions to the arsenal {ekal 
masarti) of Sennacherib in Nebi Yunus and Ashurbanipal continued 
restoration work there, but no details are preserved of the extent of his 
work.Similarly Ashurbanipal carried on the restoration of the temple 
of Ishtar, Emashmash; he enlarged the forecourt, dedicated and depo¬ 
sited a number of precious objects in Ishtar’s shrine, and installed the 
statue of Sharrat-Kidmuri in an appropriate cella.'^'* Further, he restored 
the ziggurat and the Temple of the New Year {bit-akiti)P^ Work on two 
other temples which had been initiated by Esarhaddon was brought to 
completion: the forecourt of Nabu’s shrine, Ezida, was enlarged^^ and 
the restoration of the temple of Sin, Ningal, Shamash, and Aya 
finished.^’ As if these activities at Nineveh were not sufficient, Ashurba¬ 
nipal repaired the dilapidated portions of the city wall.'^® 

Arba^il is the only chief city of Assyria which has never been 
excavated, since the modern city sits atop the tell, and its history and the 

building activities of Assyrian kings there remain almost a complete 

’’ See A 147 and cf. A 115, 2. 

A 284, 60. The following fragmentary texts cannot presently be identified with any particular 

palace: Edition C (a 313, 18); a 315, 35—7. 

Edition B: a 337, 86-9 viii 64-96. See a 154. 

Edition B: 337, 2 8f i 19—26. Edition C: (a 344, 146-3 i;A3i3,i3f;A23 8, 3if)i 63-89. Edition 

D: A 337, 97. Edition T: a 161,29-33 ii 7—24. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 8if: 30-6, 89^ 166—85; 

A 344, 274—7; A 313, 44—7, 54. Also note a 72, no. 1092; a 33 i, 68-70; a 332, no. 15. Cf. a 123, 71—3 

and A 115, 26. 

Ziggurat: a 120, 82: 36. Bif-akJti: Edition T(a 161,35f; a 337,4-6 n. 17; a 335, io5f) v 33 — vi 

22. Cf. A 503, 72 n. 19. 

Edition T: a 161, 32 iii 15—17. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 82: 39f; a 344, 272-5; a 313, 

51—3. Also note a 344, 342-51 no. 2; a 322, no. 122. See a i 24, 67-79, ^ cf. a 115, 26a. 

^ Edition T: a 161, 32 iii 18—33. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 82: 4of. 

Edition D: a 337, 98f viii 64-83 and the improved edition in a 33 5, 102—3 viii 64—102. Edition 

E: A 337, 16 and a 335, 102 vi 1-14. 
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blank. This great gap in our knowledge is particularly unfortunate in 

relation to Ashurbanipal, for he had a special interest in this city, and the 

frequent references in sources of the period to the cult of its tutelary 

deity, Ishtar of Arba’il, suggest that much building activity must have 

gone on there. Indeed, although almost no inscribed remains have come 

from this mound, there are a significant number of texts from other sites 

which concern Ashurbanipal’s construction at Arba^il and the dedi¬ 

cation of precious objects to Ishtar of Arba’il.™ 
Little other work in Assyria is known to have been done by 

Ashurbanipal. The great rebuilding of the temple of Ashur at Ashur, 

which had been begun and largely completed by Esarhaddon, was 

finished by Ashurbanipal,80 who also made some repairs to the city wall 

of Ashur.®* At Calah he restored the temple of Nabu which Adad-nirari 

III had built,®2 and he may have done some work on the North-West 

Palace.®® Although Ashurbanipal as crown prince had resided in the 

palace at Tarbisu after Esarhaddon had enlarged it for him, there is no 

record that Ashurbanipal himself did any work on the structure. He did 

dedicate an object to Nergal of Tarbisu.®'* 

It fell to Ashurbanipal’s lot to finish the great restoration programme 

at Babylon which had been one of the chief concerns of his father, 

Esarhaddon. As indicated earlier in this chapter in connexion with the 

Shamash-shuma-ukin rebellion, there were two phases to this resto¬ 

ration, one at the very beginning of the reign (668) and the other (655) 

shortly before the outbreak of the Shamash-shuma-ukin rebelhon; it may 

be that nothing was done during the intervening gap of thirteen years, 

and this would have been a serious source of Babylonian discontent. In 

668 the statutes of Marduk and other Babylonian deities were returned to 

Babylon from Ashur, and in 65 5 and following years further cult objects 

were returned; the restoration of Esagila was completed.®® Other 

activities by Ashurbanipal at Babylon included the rebuilding of 

Eturkalamma, temple of Ishtar of Babylon;®® the rebuilding of Emakh, 

temple of Ninmakh;®^ the rebuilding of Esabad, temple of Gula;®® and 

repair of the city walls.®** As to construction in Babylonia in general. 

A 51}, 46f; A 544, 188-9j, 248-5 5. See a 115, 15. Also note a 351, 68-70. 

Edition B: a 337, 28f i 19-26. Edition C: (a 344,146-51; a 313, i3f) i 26-32. Edition D: a 337, 

97. Edition T: a r6i, 29f i 14—20. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 81: 27-30; a 335, 111. Also note a 

313, 83f; A 332, no. 16. a 347, 206 r. 3-23 and see pp. 204-18. 

82 Edition C: a 258, 60-3 iii 1-19. a 137 i, 231-88. 8^ Cf. a 137 i, 119. 

8^ Edition T: a 161, 3if ii 25-30. Other royal inscriptions: a 344, 248-51: lof. 

85 A 25, no. I iv 34-6 = no. 14: 35f = no. 16:5-7; a 25, no. 13: 4f; a 344, 232-5, 244-9, 262-71, 

276-87 (cf. A 3i3,48fonK.34i2),292-303; A 5*5.49^; A 331, 70-2; a 347, 204-7, 2i7f: 15-18; a 35 ii, 

§ 1118-20. Also note a 498, nos. 104, 105,106,149 (cf. a 497, lxii and n. 4); a 72, nos. 119, 120,951. 

See A 677, 19-23. 86 A 344, 226-9. A 544, 238-41. 

88 Edition H: a 688, io2f viii 1-13 (the name of the structure is missing but the curses are all 

related to Gula). 89 ^ 234~9- 
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Fig. 7. Royal stamp seal (one of many with similar device) from a bale sent to Shalmaneser III at 

Nimrud. Width 4.3 cm. (After a 681, 41, pi. 27.) 

Ashurbanipal had work done on Ebabbar, temple of Shamash at 

Sippar;®o Emeslam, temple of Nergal at Cutha;®’ Ezida, temple of Nabu 

at Borsippa, and the city wall of Borsippa;’^ gkur, temple of Enlil at 

Nippur, and the ziggurat;^^ and Eanna, temple of Ishtar at Uruk.^'* 

Restoration was even carried out on Edimgalkalama, temple of Anu rabu 

at Der on the Elamite-Babylonian border.’^ 

The city of Harran and the cult of its tutelary god Sin had a privileged 

position in Sargonid Assyria, and this fact is well illustrated by 

Ashurbanipal’s undertakings here. He rebuilt, enlarged, and refurbished 

Ekhulkhul, the temple of Sin; he restored the New Year’s temple {blt- 

akJti), and Emelamana, temple of Nusku.®* 

9. Special features 

Next to military campaigns hunting was the favourite sport of Assyrian 

kings, and Ashurbanipal seems to have particularly enjoyed it. The 

greater portion of the reliefs recovered from the North Palace present 

hunting scenes, and while the figures of the king and his subjects are 

stereotyped, the artists have sculpted the animals in a strikingly life-like 

style.The victims of the hunt were deer, gazelles, onagers, and most 

especially lions. At least one lion hunt was artfully contrived with 

90 A 344, 228—33. Cf. A 322, nos. 35, 103 and 561; A 323, no. 31. 

Edition H: a 688, 98f i 13-25. Other royal inscriptions: A 344, 176—89. 

92 Edition C: (a 344,146-51; a 3 i 3, i 5f)i 59-62. Edition H: a 688,98fi 4-6. Edition T: a 161,29— 

33 ii 1-6. Other royal inscriptions: a 344, 240—5; a 120, 83: 49—35; a 347, 2i7f; a 3i i; a 330. 

9^ A 344, 35 2f. ^ A 560, no. 42; A 72, no. 476. ’s ^ ,20, 84: 69-72. 

96 Edition B: a 337, 28f i 19—26. EditionC: (a 344,146-51; a 313,13!) i 90—107. Edition D: a 337, 

97. Edition T: a 161, 3if ii 31 -Hi 14. Other royal inscriptions: a 120, 83f: 60-9; a 344, 168-75, 

286-93; A 336, no. 6; A 313, 35—44, 90 (cf. a 464, 2). 

9’ A 115, 11-14, *9* 56—9, 48-34 and pis. ii—xv, xxxix—lix, a and e; a 344, 304—11; a 313, 30, 

82-5—22, 2: 1^-9". 
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spectators on a hill ringed by a protecting band of warriors with shields 

and dogs (Pis. VoL, pi. 54); the king in his chariot fired arrows at lions 

which were released from cages, while mounted soldiers kept a wary eye 

on the proceedings. At the end of the slaughter the dead animals were 

brought to Ashurbanipal who, in the course of a religious ritual, poured 

a libation over the corpses (Pis. Vol., pi. 5 3). On another occasion the 

lions were hunted down in their native environment, in this case the 

marshes of southern Iraq. According to Ashurbanipal, lions had become 

so numerous there that they were a menace, kilHng not only livestock but 

also people.’® On this exotic expedition, which included hunting the 

beasts from boats, Ashurbanipal took in his entourage the Elamite 

princes who had sought asylum in his court. From this brief reference to 

the exiles it would appear that they enjoyed the privileges of royalty 

while in Assyria, and Ashurbanipal describes, both in a relief and in a 

text, how he saved the life of one of them when attacked by a lion.” 

Because of the abundant everyday documents preserved for this reign 

there is substantial information on the names and careers of many 

important men, including Adad-shuma-usur, scholar and political 

adviser; Bel-ibni, general; Mar-Ishtar, astrologer; and Baltaya, a wealthy 

bureaucrat.'” The appointment of someone to high office, which 

involved intensive lobbying and intrigue, depended upon the monarch’s 

decision, which was conditional upon approval of the gods through 

extispicy.*®' But even a successful candidate could never be secure, for he 

was subject to sedition and slander and could be deposed and even 

executed if he failed to satisfy his king. 

More is also known about the education and activities of Ashurbani¬ 

pal as crown prince than about any other monarch. In the ‘House of 

Succession’ {bit-reduti) he was taught how to ride horses, drive chariots, 

throw the spear, shoot the arrow, and how to bear the various kinds of 

shields. He also learned how to behave and to rule as a king, and as crown 

prince he gained practical experience of this, as we noted in the preceding 

chapter. An exceptional part of his education was reading, for most of his 

royal ancestors were probably illiterate. There is no doubt that he could 

read, since there is reference to this ability of the king both in letters and 

in the colophons of tablets. This atypical interest led Ashurbanipal to be 

actively involved in the acquisition of great numbers of tablets for the 

hbraries at Nineveh, a subject to be treated in Chapter 26.'” 

^ A 3 r 5, 87—9. ^ See n. 98 above and cf. a 113, 5 3 and a 72, nos. 943 and 1400. 

*00 Adad-shuma-u§ur: see a 3 20 and a 73, nos. 119-70. Bel-ibni: see J. Schawe, ‘Belibni’, a 16, i, 

477-9 and A 574,99-1 lo. Mar-Ishtar: see a 73, nos. 275-97and a 644,37-57. Balfaya: sec a 102, nos. 

9-12. Also note a 319. See a 497 nos. 122, 124, 159 and cf. p. lxv. 

’02 Edition A: a 344, 2-7 i 1-40; 84-7 x 57-74. Edition B: a 337, 28f. i 8. Edition D: a 337, 97. 

Edition E: a 335,99^. Edition F: a 312,28—31 i 1-34. Other royal inscriptions: a 344,25 z—6i i i — ii 8. 

Also see a 72, nos. 255 and 334; a 621, nos. 318, 319, 323-31, 336-8, 345. Cf. a 329. 
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The almost fanatical devotion of Esarhaddon to divination is also a 

characteristic of Ashurbanipal. Like his father, Ashurbanipal constantly 

sought prognostic reports and submitted requests for oracular decisions 

on state matters. The oracular utterances of ecstatics, particularly those 

associated with the cult of Ishtar of Arba’il, were carefully reported to 

the king and commonly mentioned in the royal inscriptions in connexion 

with major political and military events.Another vehicle of divine 

utterance, the oracular dream, was favoured by Ashurbanipal. Ominous 

dreams were a well-known phenomenon in ancient Mesopotamia, and 

Tiglath-pileser III, among others, was concerned with them, but with 

Ashurbanipal there are several reports of such phenomena, including the 

famous dream of Cyges.^®"^ The influence of the soothsayers on state 

affairs during the latter days of the Assyrian empire obviously must not 

be underestimated. 

Another illustration of continuity between the successive rulers is in 

the important role allowed the chief women of the harem. Naqia not only 

survived her son Esarhaddon, but also seems to have enjoyed greater 

influence, as noted in the preceding chapter. It was probably at her death 

that Ashurbanipal’s wife, Ashur-sharrat, came to the fore; there is a stela 

inscribed with her name and she is probably the woman portrayed in the 

banquet scene with Ashurbanipal (Pis. Vol., pi. 5o).'°5 As for the rest of 

the king’s family, it is known that Ashurbanipal dedicated two of his 

brothers to the priesthood, 

10. Conclusion and reflection 

The early part of the reign of Ashurbanipal was brilliant, with military 

victories in the field, economic prosperity, great building projects, 

cultural achievements, and a general feeling of security and well-being. 

This state of affairs is a common theme in contemporary sources, in 

which the king is credited with bringing all this about. But as time wore 

on conflict and confusion evolved, and it is probably safe to say that 

Assyria never recovered from the effects of the Shamash-shuma-ukin 

rebellion, which, although it was a victory, in the long run turned out to 

be a pyrrhic victory. Other dangers which beset the land came nearer to 

the fore in this reign, as the Cimmerians occupied more of Anatolia and 

more losses were suffered at the hands of such peoples as the Mannaeans 

and Medes on the north-eastern frontier. 

In this chapter the history of Ashurbanipal has been carried as far as 

635, since subsequent events and in particular the fall of Assyria are best 

In addition to the relevant passages in royal inscriptions see: a 515, 79-82; a 318 i, 26f; a 348. 

For Tiglath-pileser III see a 323, no. 56 and cf. a 1145, 334. 

*05 A 111, no. I. Cf. A 3 3 3; A 344, ccxvi-ccxxii and 39of; a 115, 20a, 5 6-8, and pis. lxiii-lxv; also 

note A 72, no. 508. a 344, ccxlvii—ccxlix, 25of: 16-18; cf. a 73, no. 150. 
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dealt with separately (Chapter 25) because of their close relationship to 

events in Babylonia. Before leaving the political history of the Assyrian 

empire, however, it is fitting to consider briefly the reasons for the fall of 

this great power. If the term ‘fall’ suggests total collapse followed by 

chaos, then this is a totally false impression; Assyria’s demise was not like 

that of the Third Dynasty of Ur or of the Roman empire. The event was 

more a transfer of power from Nineveh to Babylon. The geography of 

the empire and its administration remained basically the same and there 

was no prolonged period without a central authority — Nineveh fell in 

612, Harran in 609, and Nebuchadre2zar won the day at Carchemish in 

605. The term ‘Assyrian empire’ might also be misleading, for until the 

reign of Tiglath-pileser III (744—726) any hold which Assyria had over 

surrounding areas and peoples was insecure and any serious attempt to 

throw off Assyrian bondage commonly succeeded. Only with Tiglath- 

pileser III did the Assyrians enforce their control and arrange their 

administration effectively. Thus, in speaking of the ‘Fall of the Assyrian 

empire’, one is actually referring to a power which flourished for little 

more than a century, before its centre was moved to an adjacent and 

ethnically related kingdom. 

The reasons for the event itself should by now be apparent from the 

narrative of the preceding chapters and it is merely necessary to highlight 

the chief factors, always keeping in mind that the evolution of events is a 

complex affair with various elements intermixed at any given point in 

time. One of the basic problems in Assyrian foreign policy was that while 

a system of provincial administration slowly evolved over the centuries 

it was still a rather makeshift affair even in the latter days. If chance had 

allowed the Assyrians more time, perhaps they would have developed a 

more effective system; the Achaemenids did and their organization was 

based upon that of the Assyrians. 

The most problematic sphere in Assyria’s foreign policy was its 

relations with Babylonia. Because of the firm cultural links between the 

two nations Assyria could never treat its southern neighbour as it treated 

any other territory. Over the centuries various strategies were tried but 

they all foundered, and the irony was that in the end non-militaristic 

Babylonia conquered the great warrior nation. Assyria was governed by 

an absolute monarch, and the advantages and dangers of such a political 

structure are well known from numerous historical examples. In the 

Assyrian case the character and personality of the monarch was a crucial 

factor. While a capable man was on the throne, the empire enjoyed 

stability and prosperity. But the reign of an incompetent king meant 

disaster, for immediately the Assyrian nobility made inroads upon royal 

prerogative and possessions. This is what happened in the mid-eighth 

century and again at the end of the reign of Ashurbanipal. 
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CHAPTER 25 

THE FALL OF ASSYRIA (635-609 b.c.) 

J. OATES 

This period includes the final years of the reign of Ashurbanipal, and 

those of his three successors in Assyria, his sons Ashur-etel-ilani and Sin- 

sharra-ishkun, and Ashur-uballit II for whose affiliation we have no 

evidence. Ashurbanipal is perhaps the best known of Late Assyrian 

kings, and his reign is in some respects the best documented. Yet of his 

final years we know little beyond the fact that he continued to be 

recognized at Nippur until his thirty-eighth year (631). Even the length 

of his reign remains in dispute, although one later inscription attributes 

to him a total of forty-two years, i.e. until 627. His sons are even more 

shadowy figures, of whose reigns in Assyria we are certain of neither 

their length nor their date, while the last king of the once great empire is 

attested solely in the Babylonian Chronicle recording his defeat (609). 

Indeed the extant evidence for the chronology of the final years of the 

Assyrian empire is so sparse and problematic that attempts to resolve the 

difficulties have included the suggestion of Ashurbanipal’s (perhaps 

forced) abdication or retirement to Harran sometime before 627, for 

which there is no direct evidence, and the hypothesis, now clearly 

unacceptable, that Sin-sharra-ishkun and Ashur-etel-ilani were one and 

the same person. These chronological problems are discussed in more 

detail below (pp. i66fF). 

The other major historical figure within this time span is Nabopolas- 

sar, a Chaldaean who first comes to our notice as an Assyrian-appointed 

official in the Sealand. It is clear that he revolted against his erstwhile 

sponsors, since he was recognized as king of the Sealand before his 

accession to the throne of Babylon in 626. Although in his early years — 

and probably as late as 616 — the Assyrians continued to contest the 

control of Babylonia, Nabopolassar was successful in establishing 

himself as the first of the distinguished line which ruled in Babylon, and 

indeed as far as Egypt, from 626 until 5 59, when this short-lived empire 

fell to Cyrus. This Neo-Babylonian dynasty is the proper subject of 

Chapter 27, but the affairs of Nabopolassar are so involved with those of 

the last Assyrian kings that he cannot be ignored here. One other major 
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personality concerns us, the Assyrian Sin-shumu-lishir, the ‘chief 

eunuch’ (GAL. SAG, rab /a rest), whose protege Ashur-etel-ilani was 

king of Assyria after the death (or abdication) of Ashurbanipal, and who 

himself claimed the Assyrian throne and was recognized briefly in 

Babylon in the same year as Sin-sharra-ishkun, brother of Ashur-etel- 

ilani and the penultimate Assyrian king. 

I. SOURCES 

1. King lists'^ 

The king lists, which together with the so-called chronicles provide the 

backbone of Mesopotamian chronology, unfortunately fail adequately 

to document the span of time which concerns us here. Indeed, had the 

breaks in the few surviving tablets been deliberately designed to obscure 

this period they could hardly have been better placed. The Assyrian king 

list, preserved in four versions, unfortunately survives only in copies of 

which the latest date to the eighth century. However, since the Assyrian 

list was designed to perpetuate the concept of a hereditary and uncon¬ 

tested monarchy, even the fortunate discovery of a later copy might fail 

to resolve the complications of post-Ashurbanipal chronology, at which 

time we know from other sources that there were rival claimants to the 

kingship of both Babylonia and Assyria. The most extensive Babylonian 

document, Babylonian King List A, is of course concerned solely with 

the kingship of Babylon, but together with a new text found at Warka in 

1959/60 it provides important if regrettably incomplete information for 

this period. King List A is broken just after the name of Kandalanu, king 

of Babylon 647—627, contemporary with the latter half of the reign of 

Ashurbanipal, the period in which Assyrian chronology becomes 

obscure. The Warka King List, a fragment of a Seleucid copy, is 

preserved from the name Kandalanu onwards, and attests the contem¬ 

poraneity of the accession years in Babylon of Sin-shumu-lishir and Sin- 

sharra-ishkun. 

A second form of king list, the so-called Synchronistic List, provides 

the names of Assyrian and Babylonian kings, side by side in parallel 

columns, presumably indicating their contemporaneity. Yet again, the 

best-preserved version ends with Ashurbanipal and Kandalanu. A 

further tantalizing fragment includes the name of Ashurbanipal’s succes¬ 

sor Ashur-etel-ilani, but his Babylonian contemporary, whose identity is 

of great importance for chronology, is again regrettably missing. 

* A 607; A 767, 53. 
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2. Epottym lists'^ 

The Assyrians dated by limmit, eponymous officials of whom lists are 

preserved only as late as 648 b.c. We know the names of a large number 

of limmu who do not appear on the extant lists and must therefore almost 

certainly date from the years after 648. Unfortunately the order of these 

‘post-canonical’ eponyms is not known. Indeed there now exist more 

names than there are possible years, and it has been proposed that at least 

in some periods of the final decades of the empire disputing factions 

(perhaps in Nineveh and Ashur) appointed their own officials, who were 

not everywhere recognized. 

3. Chronicles'^ 

These texts, closely related to the king lists, are our other major source of 

chronographic information. Most important is the Babylonian Chron¬ 

icle, at present thirteen known texts, which spans the period from the 

middle of the eighth to the third century b.c. Of these, seven tablets have 

so far been discovered, which constitute a sequential if selective history 

from the reign of Nabonassar (747-754) to the fall of Babylon in 5 39. 

The first of the extant texts ends in 668; there follows a gap, presumably 

of several tablets, before the next surviving document which begins in 

627, after the death of Ashurbanipal. The latter text is our most 

important source for this confused and confusing period; it covers the 

first four years of the reign of Nabopolassar (from his accession to 623), 

while Chronicle 3 begins in 616 and provides an invaluable if sparse 

historical framework for the last years of Assyria. Yet again there is an 

unfortunate gap (622—617). 

The Berossus and Ptolemaic traditions should also be mentioned, 

although they are of little direct value. Berossus was a priest of the 

temple of Marduk in Babylon, who dedicated to Antiochus I (281-261) a 

‘history’ of Babylonia from before the Flood to Alexander the Great, a 

work which unfortunately survives only at third or fourth hand. The 

Canon of Kings of the second century a.d. by the scholar Claudius 

Ptolemaeus of Alexandria is a list of Babylonian, Persian, Greek, and 

Roman kings. This has proved a reliable source, but it omits kings whose 

reigns lasted less than a full year. Thus for the period discussed here we 

find only Kandalanu and Nabopolassar, with no mention of those brief 

claimants to the Babylonian throne whose dating remains a problem. 

2 A 361; A 763; additional post-canonical names can be found in the Nimrud economic texts (cf. n. 

8 below) and a 356. ^ a 25. 
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Biblical sources of course provide background to the fall of Assyria, 

especially with regard to the role of the Egyptians and Josiah in the west. 

4. Koyal inscriptions^ 

Comment on the extensive nature of Ashurbanipal’s annals and other 

historical documents can be found in the preceding chapter. A number 

of these are dated by post-canonical limmu, i.e. after 648, but for the most 

part probably before 639, the year of Ashurbanipal’s latest precisely 

datable inscription, a commemorative text recording the restoration of 

the Gula temple in Babylon and attributed, following the Babylonian 

dating system, to his thirtieth regnal year.^ Some religious texts referring 

to the king’s ill-health and old age have been assumed to date from his 

later years, but this is far from certain. The formal inscriptions of Ashur- 

etel-ilani and Sin-sharra-ishkun are few in number and rarely historically 

informative,* as are those of Nabopolassar. The royal records of the 

Neo-Babylonian kings reveal a pious preoccupation with prestigious 

building programmes and lack the campaign records of their Assyrian 

rivals. In fact there exist no ‘historical’ annals in the Assyrian sense, a lack 

which is to some extent compensated for by the less biased chronicles. 

5. Letters; economic, legal and administrative texts 

Only a very few of the letters preserved from the royal capitals date from 

this period; two royal letters, from Ashur-etel-ilani to his father and one 

to an unidentified son of Ashurbanipal, are known.Economic texts are 

potentially a major source, not only for chronology, since many are 

dated, but for more general information. Our most important evidence 

for the troubled accession of Ashur-etel-ilani, for example, derives from 

a land charter. The Assyrian documents, which are dated by post- 

canonical limmu, have yet to be systematically studied, though many are 

available in transliteration and translation.® Since the Babylonians dated 

by regnal years, the economic texts from major southern centres such as 

Babylon, Nippur, Uruk, and Sippar not only attest the oscillating 

control of these cities in the final conflict between Assyria and Babylon, 

* A new edition of the Assyrian royal inscriptions is being prepared by Grayson, but the volume 

containing the texts of Ashurbanipal and his successors has yet to appear. For references see a 25, 

appendix b. An English edition of the texts known before 1927 can ^ found in a 55 ii. 

5 A 688. ^ A 25, appendix b; a 553; a 360. 

’ A 72, nos. 469 and 1444; no. 1444 can be dated to Sin-sharra-ishkun on astronomical grounds (a 

73, 70-1 no. 105 and a 77, 90-3). Private letters are preserved also from Ashur, Calah and 

Dur-Sharrukin. 

® Inter alia, a 93; a 97; a 98; a 99; a ioo; a 102; a 103; a loy, a 108; a 198; a 729. 
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but also provide such chronology as survives for the reigns of Ashur- 

etel-ilani and his brother, of whose regnal years the extant Assyrian and 

chronographic sources fail to inform us.’ 

II. ASHURBANIPAL AND K AN D ALAN U (63 5-627 B.C.) 

These years constitute a minor dark age in the history of Assyria. Official 

sources are silent, while our inadequate understanding of the system(s) 

of post-canonical limmu makes difficult any coherent assessment of the 

rich mine of information contained in the surviving economic texts. We 

have more than a dozen too many limmu officials for the number of years 

available after 648, but the reasons for this remain a matter for 

speculation. Precise chronology is not the only problem. The other 

defect in our knowledge unfortunately applies not only to the last years, 

but to the Late Assyrian empire as a whole, for we have no prosopo- 

graphic knowledge of its high officials, even though we sometimes know 

a great deal about their private and public affairs. The custom of 

identifying a man by his patronymic disappeared in the Middle Assyrian 

period and may perhaps be associated with the insistence on the role of 

the king as the sole source of power and the author of all achievement, 

which is particularly marked from the mid-eighth century onwards, 

notably following a period when certain provincial governors had 

trespassed on royal prerogatives. Yet we know that the king depended 

on the nobility for both military and civil service. What we cannot 

reconstruct are the factions that must have existed within a society that 

was, in all but the most technical sense, feudal. It seems possible that the 

transfer of the seat of government from Ashur to Nimrud, to Dur- 

Sharrukin, and finally to Nineveh may reflect the king’s desire to be with 

his friends, or at least to escape from his enemies. It is also worth 

recalling, in this connexion, that the consulate in Rome, an annual office 

whose holders gave their name to the year, was commonly under the 

empire held in the same year by more than two persons whose tenure of 

high office was essential to the administration, and whose loyalty the 

emperor wished to ensure. It may be that the last Assyrian kings 

employed the same political device. This is pure speculation, but affords 

a plausible explanation for the number of Assyrian eponyms whose 

names have survived, especially at Calah (Nimrud). Certainly the 

9 A 5 5 3.1 am indebted to D. Kennedy for providing me with the new lists of Nabopolassar year- 

dates from his forthcoming publication of this material (see now a 367). Note that although 

Babylonian years should be written, for example, CzGjGz^ to conform with the Julian calendar, the 

convention of writing the single year, 626, is followed here. Moreover, in order to avoid confusion, 

the convention of using Babylonian months is retained even when citing Julian years. For example, 

the accession date of Nabopolassar (26/viii/acc.) is written here 26/VI11/626, despite the fact that the 

appropriate Julian date is 23/X1/626 (see a 877, 27). 
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geographical distribution of the known limmu according to the prove¬ 

nance of the texts does not immediately reveal the existence of any 

consistent or clear-cut factions. 

It is widely assumed that at least in Assyria the final years of 

Ashurbanipal were ones of unrest and dissension. The superfluity of 

limmu and the absence of official documentation contribute to this view, 

as does our hindsight knowledge of the imminent collapse of the empire. 

Moreover, the difficulties inherent in the chronology of his immediate 

successors, of whose reigns neither the lengths nor the dates are directly 

attested, have led to a variety of historical reconstructions, none of 

which has met with immediate acceptance.A widely held view is that 

Ashurbanipal abdicated in or sometime after 631, his last attested 

Babylonian year date, and retired to Harran, where he had consecrated 

his youngest brother as urigaltu priest of the famous temple of the moon- 

god, and where an inscription of the next century attests his forty-two- 

year reign. This is seen as an old man’s response to an escalation of 

trouble at home and a crumbling empire abroad. This hypothetical 

abdication, for which there is no direct evidence, has a superficial appeal 

as the simplest solution to the apparent contradictions in chronology 

(discussed below). However, another interpretation of the evidence is 

possible, indeed probable. The chronology proposed here assumes that 

Ashurbanipal ruled in Assyria until his death in 627. Because both 

general and specialist literature disagree in their conclusions and differ 

from the view presented here, it will be necessary briefly to review the 

following basic sources. 

Source /. During the reign of Kandalanu in Babylon the city of Nippur, 

alone among the cities of Babylonia, maintained direct allegiance to the 

monarch in Assyria and continued to date by the regnal years of 

Ashurbanipal. Whether this custom was a reflection of Nippur’s stra¬ 

tegic importance or a special privilege of the pre-eminent religious 

centre in Babylonia is not clear, but in the absence of chronicle and king 

list evidence these dates are our most important single source for the 

chronology of the Assyrian kings during this period. The latest of the 

Ashurbanipal tablets is dated 20/111/651. Year dates from Nippur also 

inform us that Ashurbanipal’s successor Ashur-etel-ilani reigned in 

Assyria for at least four years and eight months, not including the year of 

his accession which is so recorded. 

Source 2. No official source provides us with the length of Ashurbani- 

pal’s reign, but an inscription on a stela from Harran commemorating 

the mother of Nabonidus, the lady Adda-Guppi’, who herself lived to 

the impressive age of 102 (or perhaps 104), attributes to Ashurbanipal a 

Inter aliay a 553; a 390; a 393; a 401. 
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reign of forty-two years, i.e. until 627. Adda-Guppi^ was born in the 20th 

year of Ashurbanipal (649) and lived 

until the 42nd year of Ashurbanipal, the 5rd year of Ashur-etel-ilani, his son, the 
21st year of Nabopolassar, the 45rd year of Nebuchadrezzar, the 2nd year of 
Amel-Marduk, the 4th year of Neriglissar, and died in the 9th year of Nabonidus 

[547]- 

The arithmetic of the inscription requires Ashur-etil-ilani to have ruled 

in Assyria for at least one year after 627; thus he is the Assyrian king in 

626." 

Source 7. Two texts recording grants of land by Ashur-etel-ilani 

provide information about his accession: 

After my father and begetter had ‘departed’ [died], no father brought me up or 
taught me to spread my wings, no mother cared for me or saw to my education. 
Sin-shumu-lishir, the chief eunuch [GAL.SAG], who had led me constantly like 
a father, installed me safely on the throne of my father and begetter, and made 
the people of Assyria, great and small, keep watch over my kingship during my 

minority . . . Afterwards, Nabu-rehtu-usur . . . who had made a revolt and 
rebellion . . . assembled the people of the city and the land of Assur . . .’2 

Uncertainty over the meaning of the word here translated ‘departed’, but 

according to the Chicago Assyrian Dictionary a euphemism for ‘died’, has 

encouraged the abdication theory. 

Source 4. Ashurbanipal ascended the Assyrian throne in 669 and 

whatever his age on accession he must have been far from young in the 

620s. Another argument for his retirement or banishment to Harran lies 

not only in his undoubted age but more specifically in the royal 

disillusion and ill-health assumed from another oft-quoted text: 

Why have sickness, ill-health, misery and misfortune befallen me? Enmity in the 
land and dissensions in my family remain with me. Disturbing scandals 
continually oppress me. Misery of mind and of flesh bow me down. I spend my 
days in lamentation [lit., in oh’s and ah’s] . . .’■* 

This passage is from a religious text, an introduction to an incantation in 

which the wording may have followed some prescribed convention. 

Moreover, the appointment of Shamash-shuma-ukin in Babylonia is 

referred to in this same text without comment, which strongly suggests 

that this particular document - and the troubles it purports to describe — 

pre-dates the latter’s insurrection (652). 

” A 562. The inscription gives the age at death of Adda-Guppi’ as 104. Unless there is an error of 

two years in our overall chronology, which at this time is unlikely, she died at 102. A simple scribal 

error is responsible for the discrepancy, cf. a 590, 142, and a 570, 218 n. 4. 

‘2 A 102, 44; also A 97, nos. 20, 21. 

Even if read limat mufi-iu., the implication is the same, ‘he died’. 

A }5 II, §§981-4 (K 891). 
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Source /. The evidence of the Warka King List is crucial to the 

chronology of this period, but its interpretation is also far from 

straightforward: 

. . . years [ 
‘alias’ 

(or, ‘for a second time’) 
21 years 
I year 

and 
21 years 
45 years 

] 
[ ] 

Kandalanu 
Sin-shumu-lishir 
Sin-sharra-ishkun 

Nabopolassar 
Nebuchadrezzar, etc.’^ 

This text provides the important information that Sin-shumu-lishir and 

Sin-sharra-ishkun were recognized in Babylon only briefly, and in the 

same year. Taken literally it would place the accession of Sin-sharra- 

ishkun, Ashur-etel-ilani’s successor on the Assyrian throne, between the 

death of Kandalanu, which we know occurred in 627, and the accession 

of Nabopolassar, according to the chronicle 26/VI11/626. However, it 

cannot be assumed that this single year lies necessarily in 627/626. The 

inscription of Adda-Guppi’ implies that in 626 the Assyrian king was 

Ashur-etel-ilani, and other evidence suggests that he was still in control 

of Nineveh as late as 625 (below, p. 174). Moreover, Chronicle 2 states 

explicitly that before the accession of Nabopolassar ‘for one year there 

was no king in the land’,’® while posthumous Kandalanu dates {arki, lit. 

‘after’ Kandalanu) are found as late as the month of Nabopolassar’s 

accession. 

Source 6. One last text should be mentioned, a tablet probably from 

Nippur and now in the Hilprecht collection in Jena, which lists a number 

of contracts dated to Babylonian years of Sin-sharra-ishkun or Ashur- 

etel-ilani, one of which provides an important synchronism between the 

third year of a king whose name is unfortunately broken and the 

accession year of Sin-sharra-ishkun: 

year 5 of [ ], that is to say the accession year of Sin-sharra-ishkun’'^ 

The unknown king can only be Ashur-etel-ilani or Nabopolassar. 

There is no immediately obvious resolution of the contradictions 

inherent in a literal reading of these texts. It is certain that both 

Ashurbanipal and Kandalanu died in 627, and that their deaths precipi¬ 

tated struggles for the succession in both countries, though on this 

evidence alone it remains uncertain whether in 627 Ashurbanipal was 

A 767,55. 

Or perhaps this is a year formula, ‘the first year there was no king in the land’, but the 

implication is the same. ’’ a 729, no. 65 = a 658, no. 35. 
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everywhere still recognized as king. The assumption, based on the 

Warka King List, that the recognition in Babylon of both Sin-shumu- 

lishir and Sin-sharra-ishkun should be dated to 627 requires the 

restoration of the name Ashur-etel-ilani in Text 6 above, and his 

accession in 630. In itself such a recognition on the same document of 

rival Assyrian claimants is inherently unlikely on the part of any Assyrian 

scribe, and the little that survives of the name virtually rules out such a 

reading.’® A further and almost insuperable difficulty in such a recon¬ 

struction is that it not only presupposes three claimants to the throne of 

Assyria in 627/626, all of whom were recognized in Nippur and two of 

whom are attested in Babylon in addition to Nabopolassar, but that in 

the same year(s) we have in Babylon the posthumous ''arki Kandalanu’ 

dates and the chronicle reference to the year in which no king was 

recognized. That Ashur-etel-ilani contested the throne (or that Sin- 

shumu-lishir did so for him) with his brothers is certain, but in any case 

the evidence of Text 3 makes it highly improbable that Sin-shumu-lishir 

revolted against his young protege and claimed the Assyrian throne in 

the middle of Ashur-etel-ilani’s reign. This is perhaps an argument for 

placing the death of Ashur-etel-ilani in 627 (accession 631), but such a 

reconstruction is not compatible with the evidence of either Adda- 

Guppi^ or Text 6. Thus there is no unequivocal nor indeed persuasive 

argument for the abdication or retirement of Ashurbanipal before his 

death in 627. Indeed the land charters support the view that Ashur-etel- 

ilani acceded to the throne (in his minority) following the death of his 

father in 627 and amidst the insurrections in both Babylonia and Assyria 

attested by the chronicle. 

That Babylonia was both peaceful and prosperous under Kandalanu, 

that is, during the final years of Ashurbanipal, seems beyond doubt. The 

evidence is discussed in Chapter 21, but it is necessary to return here to 

the subject of Kandalanu, since the interpretation of these years in 

Babylonia has implications for the history of Assyria. Kandalanu is 

described in the previous chapters as the Babylonian ‘monarch’, but he is 

known solely from the Babylonian year dates, king lists and a single 

chronicle reference. There is no Assyrian inscription that mentions his 

name, nor does he appear as a personality in any letter or in any economic 

or legal document.”* Nor are there dates from an ‘accession year’. Given 

the large number of economic texts from Babylonia at this time, this is 

indeed strange. Moreover, we know that during Kandalanu’s ‘reign’ it 

^8 All that remains of the name is a single vertical wedge at the end; a 401, 246. 

I am indebted to G. Frame for calling my attention to CT 5 5 no. 966, in which the name 

Kandalanu appears (line 10). However, there is no reason to suppose that this is the king of Babylon, 

despite a mention of‘the king’ in the text. I am also indebted to Dr I. Finkel for collating the text for 

me. 
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was Ashurbanipal who appointed officials in Babylonia, even in Babylon 

itself, and who reconstructed, refurbished and made dedications in the 

temples of Babylon and other southern cities. 

Tradition identifies Kandalanu as a brother of Ashurbanipal (and 

conceivably Ashurbanipal himself).^® That Ashurbanipal appointed his 

brothers to a number of major posts in both Babylonia and Assyria is 

well attested, but nowhere is Kandalanu mentioned; nor does Kanda¬ 

lanu figure among the nine known sons of Esarhaddon.^^ The name itself 

is puzzling — it derives from some form of kitchen utensil - perhaps more 

appropriate to a child than a ruling monarch!^^ The view, long held, that 

Kandalanu was but a throne name for Ashurbanipal is now rejected by 

many scholars (pp. 6o-i above). However, if he was a real individual, 

and on present evidence this cannot be demonstrated, he is curiously 

elusive, appearing as, at most, an eponymous official after whom the 

Babylonian years were designated. Neither case can be proved, but on 

present evidence the throne-name theory cannot be rejected out of hand 

and there is much among the circumstantial evidence to lend it credence. 

Historical experience would suggest that after his difficulties with 

Shamash-shuma-ukin, Ashurbanipal might have appointed in Babylon a 

loyal Chaldaean sheikh to appease the tribal opposition, but also that no 

such personality - nor indeed an ambitious brother - would have 

resisted the temptation to revolt in the final years of a weak and ageing 

king. The one fact that seems certain is that during the Kandalanu years 

Babylonia remained not only prosperous but peaceful. The corollary, 

that Assyria under Ashurbanipal was also peaceful, suggests itself, and 

there is no unequivocal evidence to the contrary. Biblical references tell 

of Josiah’s revival of the anti-Assyrian policies of Hezekiah sometime 

after 630, but it was the death of Ashurbanipal that ensured their 

success.23 Ashurbanipal is often described as a vain and cruel tyrant, 

perhaps best epitomized in the idyllic garden scene on the Nineveh 

reliefs, with the head of Teumman hanging in a tree near the banquet 

table. But this is also the monarch to whom we owe the preservation of 

much of the literary heritage of Mesopotamia. His reign was one of the 

longest in Assyrian history and in his later years his savage policies 

achieved peace, if perhaps an uneasy one, in the cities of Assyria and 

Babylonia. From an Assyrian point of view, his crime was not his 

ruthless success but his seemingly arrogant disregard for the future, both 

in failing to secure the succession and in expending the empire’s not 

unlimited resources. The price was paid by his successors. 

” A jji, 105 n. j2). 21^77,117-19. 

22 The possible parallel with Ululaju/Shalmancscr V cannot entirely be dismissed (see a 5 5 5,62 n. 

320). 23 II Chron. 54; 3; also II Ki, 25. 
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III. THE YEARS OF CONFLICT (627-623 B. C.) 

We have no knowledge of Ashurbanipal’s designated heir, although 

economic texts dated to his reign imply the existence of a crown prince. 

One such document is witnessed by a turtan sa mariarri, the ‘commander- 

in-chief of the crown prince’.2-* We know from earlier periods that the 

crown prince had military responsibilities, and Chronicle 2 places Sin- 

sharra-ishkun, presumably himself a general, with the Assyrian army in 

Babylonia in 627. Sin-sharra-ishkun was ultimately to succeed Ashur- 

etel-ilani, but on the evidence for chronology presented above and the 

chronicle account, discussed below, not until 623. The mention of his 

name early in the chronicle (627) is certainly not evidence that he was 

then king, as some authorities have assumed, since the chronicle 

practice, more often than not, was to refer to the king, whether of Akkad 

or Assyria, by his title and not his name. From the evidence of Text 3 we 

learn that insurrection, at least in Ashur, followed the death of the 

monarch and that the throne was secured for Ashur-etel-ilani by Sin- 

shumu-lishir, his chief eunuch and presumably the head of the young 

prince’s household. 

Assyrian sources reveal little of the events of Ashur-etel-ilani’s reign. 

Brick inscriptions attest his reconstruction of Ezida, the great temple of 

Nabu in Calah (Fig. 8), work which we know to have been continued by 

Sin-sharra-ishkun. Large numbers of economic texts survive, but their 

precise dating to Ashur-etel-ilani or Sin-sharra-ishkun is in most cases 

uncertain. They contain much invaluable social and economic infor¬ 

mation, but they have yet to be systematically studied. Of particular 

interest are the texts involving Sin-shumu-lishir, who secured the young 

king’s accession with his private army (‘the battle troops of his own 

estate’), in itself suggestive of the breakdown of royal authority at this 

time. Sin-shumu-lishir’s reward was not merely a position of influence as 

the royal mentor, but the gift of property, and its exemption from tax, for 

members of his own household and presumably others who had sided 

with him in support of the new king. It is unfortunate that we know 

nothing of the background or family of Sin-shumu-lishir, the one 

eunuch to have claimed the throne of Assyria, albeit briefly. The role of 

the eunuchs — loyal servants who themselves could have no dynastic 

ambitions and whose major responsibility was the welfare of the king 

and his family — seems to have become increasingly important in the later 

years of Assyria. But Sin-shumu-lishir’s extraordinary status as the 

orchestrator of Ashur-etel-ilani’s succession must reflect the extent to 

which the old order had died with Ashurbanipal and, in the ensuing 

2^ A 97, no. 659 (= A 95, no. 321). Although a marfarriis any son of the king, such a reference to 

the turtanu of the mar iarri almost certainly implies the designated heir. 
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Fig. 8. Plan of the Nabu temple at Nimrud. (After a 157, folder vi.) 

period of weakness and dissension attested in the chronicle, the royal 

prerogative was assumed by ambitious officials. The position of Sin- 

shumu-lishir is particularly emphasized in a text once thought to have 

been an edict of Sin-sharra-ishkun but now to be interpreted as a treaty 

guaranteeing the sovereignty of Ashur-etel-ilani, imposed by Sin- 

shumu-lishir on three individuals, otherwise unknown.^5 A ‘treaty oath’ 

is also mentioned in Text 3, in this instance apparently administered by 

another of Ashur-etel-ilani’s official eunuchs. 

The historical framework for the remaining years of the Assyrian 

empire is derived almost entirely from the Babylonian Chronicle. We 

learn that in 627/626 there were battles in both Assyria and Babylonia, of 

which the Ashur rebellion was certainly a part, and that from the time of 

Kandalanu’s death until the accession of Nabopolassar ‘no king was 

recognized’ in Babylon. Indeed two battles are attested there, the first 

fought ‘all day within the city’ (627). Nabopolassar must thereafter have 

enjoyed a measure of success against the Assyrian armies. This can be 

seen in his recognition already in 22/V1/626, probably in Sippar. The year 

626 finds him also in Nippur, throughout this period Assyria’s most 

25 A 398; see also a 355, 76. 1 am indebted to A. K. Grayson for permission to refer to his new 

interpretation of this important text. 
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important stronghold in the south, but the approach of the Assyrian 

army forced the Babylonian king’s retreat to Uruk, where it is reported 

that he gained a victory. Nippur was to remain in Assyrian hands until 

616, and it is from Uruk, a city in which there had long been a strong pro- 

Assyrian faction, that we have the earliest substantial evidence for the 

recognition of the new Chaldaean king. 

Although, so far as we know, Ashur-etel-ilani never claimed any 

Babylonian title, he retained some influence in Babylonia during the 

early years of Nabopolassar. This is attested not only by brick inscrip¬ 

tions from Dilbat and Nippur, but also by a text referring to an offering 

to the temple of Marduk in Sippar-Aruru, of which only a copy, 

probably from Ashur, survives. His concession to the Bit-Dakkuri, one 

of the principal Chaldaean tribes, in returning the body of one of its 

sheikhs for proper burial in his homeland, reflects the competition at this 

time, and indeed throughout the seventh century, for the allegiance of 

these powerful southern tribes. A recently published text adds to this 

minimal record the dedication of an offering table in the temple of 

Marduk in Babylon itself, possibly to be dated to 624 when the chronicle 

informs us that the Assyrian army was encamped nearby.^^ The Assyrian 

kings took seriously their obligations to the gods of Babylonia, 

especially Marduk and Nabu, and it must be remembered that their 

‘wars’, though often devastating in their immediate and local effects, 

involved normally only seasonal campaigns and as such were not a 

permanent impediment to the proper demands of ritual and commerce, 

in Babylonia far more likely to have been interrupted by tribal depreda¬ 

tions and their legacy of insecurity in the countryside. 

The control of Babylonia was contested between Nabopolassar and 

Ashur-etel-ilani until 623, with the former recognized in Babylon and 

Uruk for much of this time. In 625, however, events take a new turn. In 

that year the chronicle records the revolt of Der, a strategically important 

outpost on the eastern foothills route from Assyria to Babylonia and 

Elam. This provoked a response from Ashur-etel-ilani himself, who 

marched with his army to Babylonia. Whether the instigator of the Der 

rebellion was Sin-sharra-ishkun or Sin-shumu-lishir cannot be estab- 

hshed with certainty, though the latter is the more likely candidate. That 

he must finally have rebelled against his king and erstwhile protege, 

possibly provoked by the threat of Sin-sharra-ishkun’s activities in the 

south, is certain both from his own claim to the kingship of Assyria 

and his recognition in Assyrian Nippur in the early months of 625. After 

15/v in that year (and possibly as late as at which time he was 

“ A 370. 

” BM 54153 (a 5 5 3,34: N.5) is probably to be dated 14/vi/acc; I am indebted to Dr I. Finkel for 

this information. 
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recognized briefly in Babylon, we know no more of this distinguished 

eunuch, though he is very possibly the ‘rebel king’ of this same 

chronicle, who is referred to in the context of‘100 days’. Unfortunately 

the end of the chronicle is badly damaged. There is mention of an 

otherwise unknown Itti-ili, who ravaged some city of which the name is 

broken and stationed a garrison in Nippur, presumably removing Sin- 

shumu-lishir, since we know that Ashur-etel-ilani was recognized there 

again in i/viii/623, his last preserved date. It is conceivably Ashur-etel- 

ilani who ‘marched against Syria’ at this time, but it is perhaps more 

likely to have been the ultimately successful Sin-sharra-ishkun. The 

broken final lines of the chronicle are especially frustrating, as mention is 

made of someone who set out for Nineveh, where ‘those who had come 

to do battle against him [i.e. supporters of Ashur-etel-ilani?] . . . when 

they saw him bowed down before him’. That this is the newly acclaimed 

Sin-sharra-ishkun is probable, again suggesting Sin-shumu-lishir as the 

most plausible identification for the final reference to a ‘rebel king’. 

Certainly his is the only other name to appear on any king fist. Sin-sharra- 

ishkun claimed the kingship of both Assyria and Babylonia in this, his 

accession year, but he was recognized in Babylon - and then briefly - 

only at the end of the year, following Sin-shumu-lishir’s short-lived 

success. 

The accession of Sin-sharra-ishkun in 625, argued here, is not widely 

accepted. But it is the only interpretation that accords with all the 

sources, including the year dates and chronicles. Moreover, in Text 6, 

cited above, the synchronism plausibly becomes ‘Year 5 of Nabopolas- 

sar, that is to say the accession year of Sin-sharra-ishkun’. This reading, 

in fact, is the only logical interpretation of such a scribal translation, that 

is, from a Babylonian to an Assyrian year date. Only the Warka King List 

appears to support a 627 accession date for Sin-sharra-ishkun, but scribal 

tradition could not accommodate the insertion of one reign within the 

years attributed to another. Thus the brief recognition of the two kings 

in 623 would inevitably have been recorded as found in the text, between 

Kandalanu and Nabopolassar, and we have here a late example of a 

tradition long apparent in the Sumerian king list. That the 623 accession 

year makes sense of the evidence from both the chronicle and the 

synchronism must be more than coincidence. 

IV. SIN-SHARRA-ISHKUN (623-612 B. C.) 

The reign of Assyria’s penultimate king is better attested than that of his 

brother. Several commemorative inscriptions survive, recording the 

restoration of ‘the building of alabaster’ at Nineveh, probably the west 

wing of Sennacherib’s South-West Palace, the Nabu temple at Ashur and 
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the Tashmetum shrine in Ezida at Calah;28 we know also that he had a 

palace in Calah, possibly the North-West Palace where a number of 

economic texts dated to his reign were found. The commemorative 

inscriptions refer to ‘the enemies of Assyria who would not accept my 

sovereignty’ - presumably a reference to the contested succession in 627 

as well as 623 — and inform us that the new king was chosen by the gods 

for sovereignty ‘instead of his twin brother’, or perhaps ‘from amongst 

his (real) brothers’,2® a phrase often used by those whose right to the 

throne was dubious. That Sin-sharra-ishkun was the rightful crown 

prince must remain a possibility, however, and we cannot be certain of 

the identity of the ‘twin’ or ‘real brother’ referred to. Indeed if the two 

kings were twins, it is difficult to understand Ashur-etel-ilani’s reference 

to his ‘minority’ in 627, when Sin-sharra-ishkun was a general in 

Babylonia. We know that Ashurbanipal was married while he himself 

was crown prince, that is, before 669, making it unlikely, though of 

course not impossible, that his wife Ashur-sharrat was the mother of 

Ashur-etel-ilani, still ‘in his minority’ in 627, perhaps itself a reason for 

the contested succession and the intervention of the ambitious Sin- 

shumu-lishir. This is entirely speculative, but in the Late Assyrian period 

we are denied information about the relatives of the wife (or wives) of 

the king, or indeed other members of the royal family,^o and there can be 

little doubt that such information would help to explain many a troubled 

path to the throne. Another indication of Sin-sharra-ishkun’s relative 

age can be found in the economic texts dated by limmu which can be 

attributed to his reign because they date his commemorative inscrip¬ 

tions. These texts, some of which must be dated before 620, contain 

numerous references to officers of a son of the king, in this case 

undoubtedly a son of Sin-sharra-ishkun.^' 

The chronicle tablet for the years 622-617 has yet to be found, and we 

are forced for the history of the early years of Sin-sharra-ishkun to rely 

once again on the Babylonian year dates. Admittedly, the date assumed 

for his accession, in this case 625, affects their interpretation, but 

whatever system is followed this Babylonian evidence reveals a pro- 

28 A 508,123—4; A 35 3,76-8; A 354; A 557,nos. 236-48; A 360; A 363; A 599,45f. 1 am indebted to A. 

K. Grayson for information about recent references. The cylinder Ass. 13158 mentioned in a 360, 

305 remains unpublished. 

29 A 3 5 3, 67: 5, tna birlt mal-h-su . . . ippalsuiv. ‘whom the gods have chosen instead of his twin 

brother’; a 363, Cylinder C, line 5, ina hint maf-fi-ia: ‘instead of mj twin brother’; cf. CAD maSu 

{maSSu)^ ‘twin’. Perhaps, however, to be translated, ‘from among my brothers’ in the sense of ‘full 

brother’ rather than ‘twin’. 

^ A 72, no. 308 provides an amusing sidelight on this veiled subject (see also a 698,15 8). a 72, no. 

2 (= A 698, 149—50) reveals another way in which families gained influence at court. 

A 360, 309; A 361; and especially the contracts in which Kakkulanu, the rah ki^ir la mar larri^ 

appears as witness or as an involved party (a 361. 107). A ‘treaty oath’ of the time of Sin-sharra- 

ishkun refers only in general to ‘his sons* and ‘his sons’ sons’ (a 347, 2150. 69). 
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tracted struggle for Uruk and Nippur.^2 times both cities were under 

siege, their inhabitants in desperate straits. For the first few years Sin- 

sharra-ishkun continued to hold Sippar, an important religious centre 

and the northern gateway to Babylonia, strategically important for its 

control both of the Euphrates upstream from Babylon and of land routes 

from Assyria. After 11/1/620 there is evidence for his recognition in 

Uruk and Nippur only, both cities with a long pro-Assyrian history. 

After 623 Nabopolassar’s hold on north-central Babylonia seems 

more secure and is attested by year dates from Babylon, Borsippa, 

Dilbat, and Cutha. However, there is no evidence that he controlled the 

south. Indeed the prolonged struggle for Uruk in 621—616 undoubtedly 

reflects a major preoccupation of Assyrian policy in the seventh century, 

the control — to which Uruk was the key — of the Sealand with its access 

to the rich Gulf trade.^3 The only tablets of this date recovered from Ur, 

loan transactions for the years 624—617, comprise a family archive 

written in northern Babylonia, for the most part in Babylon itself.3'* 

These documents were presumably moved to Ur only after the cessation 

of hostilities in Babylonia, that is, sometime after 616. 

The variety of dated contracts which have survived from this period 

reveal that in 621 Uruk, at that time under the control of a pro- 

Babylonian faction, was under siege. By 620 the tide was turning in 

favour of the Babylonians, and early in the year Assyrian Nippur was 

itself besieged. Severe famine, the legacy of the seven-year conflict, is 

vividly attested in a group of contracts from Nippur dated to this time. 

These record not only exorbitant market prices but the sale of young 

children by their starving parents, in order to obtain food.33 The 

Assyrians held Nippur until late 617 (the earliest Nabopolassar docu¬ 

ment is dated 9/X/617), but the struggle for Uruk was more complex. In 

618 the Assyrians again held the city, but from then until the final siege in 

616 Uruk oscillated between Babylonian and Assyrian control. 

Throughout the seventh century the cities of Babylonia had preferred 

the prosperity of Assyrian subjugation — and the privileged status they 

were accorded — to the unreliability of tribal control.33 But by 616 the 

devastation of the ten-year struggle must have made the prospect of 

The scheme proposed in a 390 remains essentially unaltered by the newly available year dates 

(see n. 9 above), though it should be noted that of the six dated tablets now extant for Nabopolassar 

Year 3 (a 367, 181), one is certainly from Uruk {pace a 390, 147, 151 no. 2), while the last attested 

document of Sin-sharra-ishkun from Sippar is dated i i.i.5. The scheme proposed in a 393 is further 

complicated by the new dates, especially in the years 621 and 620. 

A 385. ^ A 829; A 534, 255-7; * 590. '5 5“3. 

35 A 3 91. The chronology followed here resolves the ‘problem’ of the severity of the famine; cf. a 

39'. 86. 
5* Kidinnutu or tax-exempt status was granted to the citizens of the major religious centres such as 

Babylon, Borsippa, Sippar, and Nippur in northern Babylonia, while similar privileges had been 

extended by Sargon to many southern cities, including Ur and Uruk. 
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Chaldaean rule seem a positive blessing. A number of letters from an 

earlier period reveal the insecure situation of those Babylonians profess¬ 

ing loyalty to Assyria, for instance the following letter from an official in 

Nippur to Esarhaddon: 

The king well knows that people hate us everywhere on account of our 

allegiance to Assyria. We are not safe anywhere; wherever we might go we 

would be killed. People say, ‘Why did you submit to Assyria?’ We have now 

locked our gates tight [a phrase used to indicate sieges] and do not go out of 

town . . 

Certainly Uruk paid heavily for its divided loyalties, suffering sieges on a 

number of occasions between 620 and the last attested pro-Assyrian 

coup in 616. 

In 616 we return to the evidence of the Babylonian Chronicle series 

with Chronicle 3, the so-called Fall of Nineveh text. It was now, coin¬ 

ciding with the final collapse of Assyrian pretensions in Babylonia, that 

Nabopolassar took the offensive against the Assyrians on their home 

ground, although his initial strategy may have been little more than an 

attempt to adjust the boundaries, a recurring subject of dispute between 

the two nations. Certainly the idea of a territorially weakened Assyria is 

not supported by the evidence of the economic texts; limmu which can be 

unequivocally attributed to the reign of Sin-sharra-ishkun are found on 

texts as far west as Hartan and Tell Halaf, and on the upper Tigris to the 

north of the Tur-Abdin, while one of these officials is a ‘commander-in¬ 

chief of the left’ and almost certainly the governor of Kummukhu 

(Commagene).^® This identification has been questioned, but it is 

difficult to envisage the successful retreat to Harran in 612 had the 

Assyrians not retained control of this north-western province. 

According to the Babylonian Chronicle, in 616 Nabopolassar cam¬ 

paigned up the Euphrates, defeating an Assyrian army with its Man- 

naean allies (from north-west Iran) at Gablini, and continuing upstream 

as far as the river Balikh. Such was the new Babylonian threat that, 

although less than fifty years had passed since Ashurbanipal’s sack of 

A 72, no. 327 (sec A 698, 17}). Sec also a letter from Nimrud, a 79, 23—4. 

^ Cf. A97,no. 57(= A93,no. 308),datedbythe/w/w^^almu-Sarru-iqbi,the V/yr/^w/^oftheleft’, 

and A 97, no. 376 (= a 93, no. 446), dated by a man of the same name who is of Kummukhu. 

That the turtanu of the left;/ the turtanu of Kummukhu is known from earlier texts {inter alia, a 420, 

78, 84). An examination of the witnesses on a 97, nos. 56-7, both dealing with the affairs of 

Kakkulanu, demonstrates that these tablets cannot be far apart in time from documents dated by 

limmu known to have been appointed by Sin-sharra-ishkun {inter alia, a 97, no. 118, limmu Ashur- 

matu-taqqin). a 97, no. 56 is dated §almu-§arru-iqbi turtanu of the land ...’ (for the reading of the 

name see a 361, 106 n. 21), while a 97, no. 57 is dated Salmu-§arru-iqbi 'turtanu of the left’. It is 

inconceivable that the post-canonical turtanu of Kummukhu, who bears the same name, is not the 

same man; the latter text too deals with the affairs of Kakkulanu. See also A 3 5 6, no. 31. Certainly 

under Sin-sharra-ishkun there are governors of Upummu, Tushhan, and possibly also $imirra; cf. 

also A 99, 135-6 (ND 5 5 50) and a 105, no. 15. 
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Thebes, the Egyptians now joined their former enemy in an alliance of 

which the immediate effect was the withdrawal of Nabopolassar. While 

the fate of Uruk — and Assyrian power in the south — remained in the 

balance, the Assyrians and Egyptians gathered their armies in pursuit of 

Nabopolassar, failing at Gablini to catch the Babylonian forces on their 

way home. Later in the year another battle was fought near Arrapkha 

(Kirkuk) - perhaps instigated by the Medes who had succeeded to 

Elamite power in Iran, with the Babylonians again victorious. In 615, 

with Babylonia at last secure, Nabopolassar mustered an army and 

marched to Ashur, failed to capture the city and was forced by an 

Assyrian army again to retreat, this time down the Tigris to Tikrit. In a 

ten-day battle Sin-sharra-ishkun failed to wrest the fortress city from 

Nabopolassar, and the chronicle records another Babylonian victory. 

Yet in the following year (614) it was the Medes and not the Babylonians 

who attacked Nineveh and Calah, captured Tarbisu (modern Sherif 

Khan, just north of Nineveh where Ashurbanipal had resided as crown 

prince), and destroyed Ashur. Nabopolassar was quick to take advan¬ 

tage of the Median victory - perhaps conveniently his troops had arrived 

just too late to take part - and on the battlefield made a formal alliance 

with the Median king Cyaxares. Both armies returned home, and in 615 

Sin-sharra-ishkun again took the offensive, with his Scythian allies, if 

Greek accounts are to be believed, protecting his eastern flank by 

engaging the Medes. He marched south, forcing Nabopolassar to 

abandon Anat, which the latter had besieged after a revolt, almost 

certainly encouraged by the Assyrians, of the Suhu on the middle 

Euphrates. There is no indication at this time that the Assyrian king saw 

any serious threat to his position. Not only did he lead his army far from 

Assyria to attack Nabopolassar, but the authorities at home were so 

complacent, despite the destruction of Ashur the previous year, that they 

dismantled the defences of one of their strongest fortresses in order to 

carry out extensive repairs. 

It is often remarked that in retrospect the Assyrian campaign of 613 is 

puzzling. Although Ashur had already fallen, and in the next year the 

empire itself was to disappear, the Assyrians in 615 were sufficiently 

confident to take offensive action against the Babylonians. The chrono¬ 

logy advocated here, however, makes this operation more comprehen¬ 

sible in view of Nabopolassar’s lack of success against the Assyrians in 

Babylonia during the first ten years of his reign, that is, as late as 616. 

There must certainly have been an Assyrian garrison at Nippur during 

these years, which could hardly have survived without the support of 

regular Assyrian campaigns, although these must eventually have had 

to by-pass the northern cities in which Nabopolassar’s control was 

« A 383, 12-13. 
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effectively established. The campaign of 613 thus falls into perspective as 

one of what were probably annual Assyrian forays southwards. 

The end came in 612, and without doubt unexpectedly. The combined 

armies of Nabopolassar and Cyaxares, together with the Ummanmanda 

(a term simply denoting ‘tribal hordes’, of which the Scythians were now 

almost certainly a part), attacked Nineveh. After a siege of three months 

the walls were breached and the city looted: in the words of the 

chronicle, ‘turned into a ruin heap’. The fate of Sin-sharra-ishkun is less 

certain. The chronicle is broken at this point, and it is not clear whether 

he died (in the flames of his palace in the tradition concerning Sardanapa- 

lus, Diodorus ii.ay), or whether it is the Assyrian king who ‘escaped 

from the enemy and grasped the feet of the king of Akkad to plead for his 

life’.‘'° Certainly he was never heard of again. 

The Assyrian was perhaps unlucky in his fate. He was a conven¬ 

tionally pious king and no doubt a more able general than many of his 

predecessors. The roots of Assyria’s collapse lay not in his own policies 

but in the limited resources of the Assyrian homeland and the strain on 

these resources imposed by his more illustrious and ambitious pre¬ 

decessors. Nineveh must have seemed impregnable, and we know that 

Sin-sharra-ishkun himself had repaired the massive walls. Later tradition 

suggests that the walls were breached by flooding, presumably by the 

destruction of Sennacherib’s dams on the Khosr, which river must in the 

seventh century have been diverted around the walls. Although no 

evidence for such a breaching now remains,**' it is difficult to imagine in 

what other manner this great fortress city could have been destroyed. 

This was not the end of Assyria. The chronicle informs us that an 

otherwise unknown Ashur-uballit II (conceivably Sin-sharra-ishkun’s 

crown prince) fled ignominiously westwards to Harran, where an exiled 

Assyrian government was established. This ancient religious and com¬ 

mercial centre, whose inhabitants enjoyed the royal favours and tax- 

exempt status that ensured their loyalty, was the site of one of the most 

famous temples of the moon-god, where Ashurbanipal had appointed 

his younger brother and where the long-lived mother of Nabonidus, 

perhaps herself a member of the Assyrian royal family, was a votaress. 

Whether Ashurbanipal’s attention was a reflection solely of his concern 

for the ancient gods or a political move to strengthen his support in the 

west cannot be ascertained, but the latter is likely. Certainly the city 

remained loyal to the Assyrian cause in 612. 

Although what survived of the government had moved to Harran and 

^ A 25, no. 5: 44—6, and p. 281. See also S. Zawadski, The Fall of A.ssyria and Median-Babjlonian 

Relations. Poznan, 1988. 

Nahum 2: 5-7; a 287, 68. The breach in the main wall mentioned in a 41, 637 is no longer 

visible. 
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Fig. g. Plan of Nineveh. (After S. H. F. Lloyd, Archaeolog) of Mesopotamia (London, 1978), 198, 

fig. 141.) 

the great metropolitan cities were never to recover, the local population 

of the Assyrian homeland did not simply disappear. The excavations at 

Calah show that at least some of the inhabitants returned after the 612 

sack, to seek shelter in the ruins. The character of this temporary 

settlement is, however, significant. It was confined to the fortified areas, 

and in the case of the ekal masarti (the great arsenal in the outer town. Fig. 

9) an attempt was made to put the building in a posture of defence by 

rebuilding the north gate, which had been dismantled for repair in 614 

and had not been re-erected at the time of the final onslaught in 612.“*2 We 

have no means of knowing what authority was responsible for this work, 

but it was not the Assyrian government, which fingered on in Harran 

until 608 but never again exercised control over the homeland. How- 

A 66, 58-9; A 581; A 582, lO-Ii; A J83, 11-13; A 389. 
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ever, the insecurity of the countryside is clearly demonstrated by the fate 

of these refugees. Three levels of post-Assyrian occupation were 

identified, all not far removed in time from the latest Assyrian occupa¬ 

tion. All in turn came to a violent end. It seems likely that the hill tribes 

who had suffered so much at Assyrian hands were now taking their 

revenge, and the suggestion is borne out by the fact that the Babylonians 

found it necessary to campaign in the hills to the north east of Assyria in 

608 and 607. 

V. ASHUR-UBALLIT AND CARCHEMISH: THE FINAL YEARS 

(612—605 B.C.) 

The confrontation was now between Babylon and Egypt. Nabopolassar 

was at last firmly in control in Babylonia and in metropolitan Assyria as 

far west as Nisibis, which he had plundered in 612. Ashur-uballit was in 

Harran, pursued by Nabopolassar as far as Nisibis and Rasappa. In 611— 

610 Nabopolassar ‘marched about victoriously in Assyria’ and cam¬ 

paigned still further to the west. In 610 he was joined by the Umman- 

manda and the two armies marched against Harran, which was igno- 

miniously abandoned by Ashur-uballit and his Egyptian allies and 

plundered by the Babylonians. In 609 the main Egyptian army arrived in 

support of the Assyrians, having been delayed en route by troubles in 

Palestine and the fatal efforts of Josiah at Megiddo."*^ The Babylonian 

garrison in Harran was defeated, but the Egyptians and Assyrians appear 

not to have reoccupied the city. The new pharaoh, Necho II, now 

established his headquarters at Carchemish, no doubt more to protect his 

own long-standing interests in Syria than to provide support for the 

beleaguered Assyrians. Ashur-uballit is not heard of again, at least the 

chronicle does not deem him worthy of further mention, and we are 

ignorant of his fate. Trouble for the Babylonians now erupted on the 

north-eastern front, an area Assyria had expended much effort to 

contain, and in 609—607 Nabopolassar was forced to turn his attention 

towards Urartu. 

In 607 one of the most justly celebrated figures in ancient history 

appears on the scene, Nabopolassar’s son, the crown prince Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar. In that year both king and crown prince mustered their armies for 

the Urartian campaign, the king alone marching thereafter to the 

Euphrates where he sacked Kimuhu, near Carchemish, and stationed 

there a Babylonian garrison. In 606 the Egyptians retaliated and battles 

were fought at Kimuhu and several other Syrian cities, with the 

Egyptians eventually forcing Nabopolassar’s retreat. In 605 Nabopolas¬ 

sar remained in Babylon, perhaps then already ill, and the crown prince 

assembled his army and marched to Carchemish. Here was fought one of 

11 Ki. 23: 29-50. For the date of the battle see a 86i. See also below, pp. 715-20. 
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the great battles of antiquity, of which we read in Jeremiah (42: 12), ‘for 

the mighty man has stumbled against the mighty, they are fallen both of 

them together’. 

Both sides obviously suffered heavy losses, but it was Nebuchadrezzar 

who emerged victorious, pursuing the retreating Egyptians to Hamath, 

where a second engagement took place from which, according to the not 

entirely unbiased Babylonian account, ‘not a single Egyptian returned 

home’. Fortunately for Egypt news of the death of Nabopolassar then 

reached Nebuchadrezzar, who hastened back to Babylon to claim the 

throne which he was to occupy with such distinction for the next forty- 

two years. Babylon was now the uncontested successor of Nineveh and 

the new capital of the world. 

The reasons for the sudden collapse of Assyria have been much 

debated. Ashurbanipal controlled the greatest empire the world had 

known, yet within two decades of his death the country was overrun, its 

cities destroyed, and Assyria as a significant political entity had disap¬ 

peared forever. The reasons for this collapse are certainly complex, but 

the fundamental seeds of failure lay simply in the very small size of 

metropolitan Assyria. A study of the population and resources of the 

homeland suggests that their inadequacy dictated the pohcies which 

created the empire and compelled its maintenance, while their exhaus¬ 

tion contributed to its collapse."*^ The royal grandeur, of which the great 

cities were an expression, indeed the prosperity of the country, could 

only be supported by the tribute of territories far beyond the natural 

borders of Assyria, and tribute could only be exacted by the threat, and at 

least intermittently the presence, of overwhelming military force. 

Subject populations proved loyal as long as the military success of 

Assyria assured their prosperity, but they had no reason to risk their lives 

in its defence in times of trouble. Assyrian pohcies demanded huge 

resources in manpower, and the practice of deportation provided not 

only a method of controlling potentially rebellious populations but of 

ensuring labour for the vast building programmes and miUtary enter¬ 

prises of the Neo-Assyrian kings. But it also left a growing legacy of 

subject peoples, both in metropolitan Assyria and in its garrisons 

abroad, whose loyalty in times of weakness the state could not ensure. 

This relentless imperialism proved in the end too costly. In the 

seventh century the invasions of Egypt, though prestigious, had not 

been born of common sense, while the destruction of Elam and the 

repetition of campaigns against Urartu and tribal coaUtions to the north 

east had been a severe drain on manpower and resources. Most 

damaging of all, however, was the time and energy spent in attempting 

to maintain control in Babylonia,"*^ where the countryside was an ideal 

setting for guerrilla warfare and where the privileges accorded to its 

** A 66, 42—66. A 540; A 545; A 658. 
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ancient cities encouraged the growth of the urban prosperity that was in 

the end to prove more of an asset to Babylon than to Assyria. Until the 

620s the Assyrians had been victorious, but it was a pyrrhic victory. 

Assyria was destroyed not so much by the powerful military coalition 

that sacked Nineveh — it had met such opposition before — but by the vast 

wealth of the southern tribes allied with the successful commercialism of 

the Babylonian cities, which Assyrian policies had fostered. In the 

seventh century the imperial ambitions of the Sargonids had imposed an 

intolerable strain on Assyrian resources, and the failure of the ageing 

Ashurbanipal to secure the succession was a mortal blow to the royal 

authority, on which the Assyrian system depended. Inroads on this 

authority at the time of Ashur-etel-ilani are clear signs of severe internal 

weakness. It has been suggested that the fall of Assyria was not so much 

the collapse of an empire but a shift of power southwards, but it would 

certainly not have appeared so to the inhabitants of the great Assyrian 

capitals, devastated in 612 and now largely abandoned. Sin-sharra- 

ishkun was not an incompetent monarch, but Assyria was soon to be 

taken over by the Achaemenids, whose imperial administration was a 

more effective development of his own, and whose success ensured that 

the centre of power never again returned to the north. 

VI. THE ARAMAEANS'** 

The Aramaeans were a tribal people who are first attested in Mesopota¬ 

mia at the end of the second millennium b.c. By this time they had 

already occupied a substantial portion of Syria and had encroached on 

Assyria itself. By the eighth century the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser 

III list the names of thirty-six Aramaean tribes settled in Babylonia along 

the Tigris and Euphrates and as far as the shores of the Gulf. The West 

Semitic language of these tribes had a considerable influence on 

Assyrian,'*'^ and its much simpler alphabetic script began to be used 

alongside Assyrian cuneiform from about the middle of the eighth 

century, at which time the Egyptian and the Aramaean scribes appear on 

wine-ration tablets found in the arsenal at Calah,**® perhaps in this early 

period as court officials in charge respectively of Egyptian and Aramaean 

affairs. Stone reliefs of Tiglath-pileser III (Pis. Vol., pi. 57) show two 

scribes, the first writing on a clay tablet, presumably in cuneiform, and 

the second on a scroll of some perishable material Uke parchment or 

papyrus, probably in Aramaic. Indeed a letter of the time of Sargon II 

tells of the receipt by a palace scribe of rolls of papyrus.'” 

The Aramaean scribe is often identified as such in economic and legal 

^ See also 2 59f. a 742. 

A 96, 2 and no. 9; for the date see now a 356, 22. 

A 72, no. 568; see also the Til-Barsib fresco, which clearly differentiates in colour the clay and 

the papyrus documents (a 146, fig. 348); for a different interpretation see a 136, 122. 
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texts of the seventh century, by this time almost certainly serving a 

growing Aramaean element in the population. At the same time it has 

been suggested that the dearth of letters from provincial governors after 

the time of Sargon II reflects a shift to the use of Aramaic in their 

correspondence.But this may equally be an accident of archaeological 

discovery, as unfortunately all archives are. Certainly there are large 

numbers of economic and administrative documents in cuneiform 

preserved from the last years of Assyria, at Calah, Ashur, and Nineveh, 

though letters are rare. At Calah, moreover, the few cuneiform letters of 

palace officials in the post-canonical period show plainly that the 

Assyrian dialect of Akkadian was still spoken and written by these 

officials.51 

At Nineveh cuneiform documents have been found with brief 

annotations scratched in Aramaic on the edges of the tablet, almost 

certainly ‘filing instructions’.52 The existence of such notes implies that 

some clerks or officials involved in the administration could read only 

Aramaic. A small number of contracts written wholly in Aramaic are 

known from several sites, while it has been proposed that some 

cuneiform dockets served to seal Aramaic scrolls.55 There are occasional 

Aramaic ostraca and at Calah Layard discovered weights inscribed in 

Aramaic characters (Pis. Vol., pi. 7 5).5“* The precise date of most of these 

documents cannot be ascertained, but some are certainly from the time of 
Sin-sharra-ishkun.55 

A letter of Sargon II to the governor of Ur is revealing: 

As to what you wrote, ‘if it is acceptable to the king, let me write down and send 
[my message] to the king in Aramaic letter-scrolls’, why wouldn’t you write and 
send [your messages] in Akkadian on clay-despatches? Really, the despatches 
which you write . . . should be drawn up for safety(?) in this very manner.5'S 

It has been suggested that this letter may imply that already at the end of 

the eighth century Akkadian was less widely read than Aramaic, but the 

fact that such records are more secure in the sense of less destructible may 

well be the true sense. Certainly by the seventh century the language 

which was to replace Akkadian as the lingua franca of the Near East was 

already widely spoken in both Assyria and Babylonia, and its easier script 

was in use at least for mercantile purposes. However, cuneiform was to 

remain the preferred script for literary and religious works for some 

^ A 76, 122—3. 

A 556, 2. Over 30 cuneiform letters of this period are known also from Ashur. 

52 For references to texts in Aramaic see a 375; a 403; a 659. 53 ^ 5-6, 11, 

5^ A 400; j. C. L. Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions^ ii: Aramaic Inscriptions^ nos. 20, 

98—110 (Oxford, 1975). There are also a number of mace-heads inscribed in Aramaic; see a 35 5; a 

575- 
55 A 374, no. 7 is dated by one of the known Sin-sharra-ishkun limmu. 'Fhe Nimrud ostracon 

probably dates from the earliest known post-612 occupation of the ekal maiarti. 

56 CT 54 no. 10; A 76, 123 n. 9. 
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centuries to come, at least in Babylonia, and it is of interest that the few 

preserved catalogue texts from the Nineveh library fail to mention 

copies of texts on papyrus (niaru) or parchment {maskti), though large 

numbers of writing boards are mentioned, presumably inscribed on wax 

in cuneiform, together with the conventional clay tablets.That in 612 

Aramaic had not entirely replaced the Assyrian dialect of Akkadian as 

the spoken language can be seen in the post-canonical letters from 

Nimrud, but it was clearly soon to do so, and both the Greeks and the 

Egyptians were to come to view the Aramaic script as the ‘writing of the 

Assyrians’.^® 

VII. THE ARCHAEOLOGY 

Although it is clear from the dated tablets found within them that the 

major buildings of Nineveh, Calah and Ashur continued in use through 

the time of Sin-sharra-ishkun,®’ there is relatively little direct archaeolo¬ 

gical evidence for the activities of the latest Neo-Assyrian kings. We 

know that Ashur-etel-ilani honoured the ancient shrines of northern 

Babylonia, and pavement bricks bearing his name attest at least minor 

repairs in the temple of Nabu at Calah. Sin-sharra-ishkun worked on 

the shrine of Tashmetum in the same complex, and restored the twin 

temples of Nabu and Tashmetum and of Ishtar at Ashur. But lack of 

manpower or money, or both, prevented major building projects, and 

no new monumental buildings of this date are known. Indeed, it would 

appear that Sin-sharra-ishkun, in repairing Sennacherib’s palace at 

Nineveh, actually recut some of the earlier stone reliefs,®® a miserly 

enterprise that would have been unthinkable earlier in the seventh 

century. 

Particularly informative for this latest phase of Assyrian history are 

the cuneiform texts from a building at Calah known as the ekal mMarti 

(the ‘palace of the muster’), which reveal the operation of this royal 

arsenal at the time of Sin-sharra-ishkun.®' The ekal mahrti was a standard 

feature of the imperial capitals, and its purpose is described in a prism of 

Esarhaddon from Nineveh - ‘for the ordinance of the camp, the 

maintenance of the stallions, chariots, weapons, equipment of war, and 

the spoil of the foe of every kind’ - and it was here every year that the 

annual ‘stock-taking’ was carried out, of the army, its animals and 

equipment, and of the booty taken from the enemy.®2 This description is 

S'' A ;o8. S8 A 575, 107. 

Including the famous North-West Palace at Calah; see a too, 15; also a 98, 35 (nd 2076). 

“ A 394, 109-10. S' A 356. 

Hence Parpola’s term ‘Inventory Palace*. There is no evidence that it was specifically a ‘Review 

Palace’ (a 3 5 6, 2), except in the sense of an annual muster, since it is unlikely that the throne dais in 

the south-east cornet is in situ. ‘Arsenal’ remains the best translation of ekal malarti, encompassing as 

it does the two-fold purpose described by Esarhaddon. Both functions of the building (the palace of 
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most amply borne out by the archaeological discoveries at Calah, in the 

building referred to by its excavators as ‘Fort Shalmaneser’ because of its 

foundation by Shalmaneser 

Fort Shalmaneser comprised a large open area within the south-east 

corner of the city wall, marked off from the city on the west and north by 

a rampart (Fig. 6). Troops of the annual levy were probably housed and 

exercised here, together with chariots and horses — indeed the arsenal at 

Nineveh was enlarged by Esarhaddon because ‘it had become too small 

for the training of horses and chariot manoeuvres’, and there would have 

been room for the bulk storage of supplies. A second smaller fortress 

stood in its south-east corner, broadly divided into northern and 

southern sectors. On the north were two outer courtyards, surrounded 

by workshops and store rooms, and two inner courts with no direct 

access from outside, one surrounded by barrack rooms, which may have 

housed the royal bodyguard, the other subdivided into ranges of 

magazines, one a wine store, others packed with thousands of pieces of 

carved ivory that had originally decorated furniture or horse-harness — 

the tribute and booty of Esarhaddon’s inscription, and one of the major 

archaeological discoveries at Calah.*'' The whole northern sector centred 

on the residence of the rab ekalli, the palace superintendent. In the 

southern sector there were two basic units. In the extreme south-east 

corner, and approached through the barracks court, was a vast throne 

room with other reception suites, obviously designed for ceremonial 

occasions. Finally, and most inaccessible of all, in the south-west corner 

of the building were private residential suites with their service areas. In 

a storeroom here were found the archives of the hkintu, the ‘lady 

housekeeper’, and this whole area may have been the harem. 

The military functions of Fort Shalmaneser were predominant when 

Calah was the capital, that is, down to the reign of Sargon, but by the 

time of Sin-sharra-ishkun the cuneiform tablets largely reflect the city 

administration. However, Calah remained an important provincial 

capital and garrison city, and although its arsenal was no longer the site 

of the annual levy and the major repair depot, it continued in use as a 

large storehouse for the imperial revenues in kind, such as grain, wine, 

and oil, evidence for which was found both in the excavations and in the 

surviving cuneiform texts. The presence in one of the workshops of the 

broken statue of Shalmaneser from Kurba’il, brought in for repair, 

shows also that its practical functions were still more than local, and a 

single text attests its continued military use.*^ Odd weapons, armour, 

and other military equipment were found in many of the workshops and 

the muster and the pkce where booty was stored) are well illustrated by Fort Shalmaneser. See also a 

154. For the Esarhaddon inscription see A 365, 26-7 iv 32-5; also a 234, 59 v 40-1. 

“ A 137; A 381; A 382; A 383. “ A 138; A 139; A I4I. 

“ A 3)6, no. 12; A 369; A 383. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



i88 25. THE FALL OF ASSYRIA 

Fig. 10. Late Assyrian stamp seals. (After a 143, figs. 5-6.) 

magazines, probably salvaged and stored indiscriminately during the 

rehabilitation of the building after the 614 sack. Indeed, the sequence of 

destruction levels at Fort Shalmaneser provides important archaeologi¬ 

cal confirmation of the historically attested Median and Babylonian 

campaigns of 614 and 612, together with the only substantial evidence 

for the nature of post-612 occupation in the Assyrian heartland (above, 

pp. 181-2), although Calah itself is not mentioned in the chronicle 

account. Perhaps also relevant to the final years of Assyria are a group of 

undated inventories, found in the same workshop as the Kurba’il statue, 

of objects destined to embellish the Nabu temple, which we know to 

have been restored by Sin-sharra-ishkun.®^ 

Of archaeological interest are the numerous seal impressions found on 

tablets of the late seventh century (Fig. 10). These show clearly that the 

stamp seal, which was virtually to replace the cylinder seal in succeeding 

centuries, was already in common use. This prehistoric seal form 

reappears in Late Assyrian times, at first as a royal seal,*^ but increasingly 

after the time of Sargon in more general use. By the time of Sin-sharra- 

ishkun some two-thirds of the total number of seals attested were stamp 

seals, and indeed at this time even the cylinder seals are used as though 

they were stamps.*® Some of these stamp seals are Babylonian in style 

while many display Egyptian or Syrian motifs, a clear reflection not only 

of late seventh-century political involvement with the west, but of the 

transportation of Syrian populations and craftsmen.*’ 

^ A 3 3 6, nos. 9 3—7. There is no direct evidence for the date of these texts, but on archaeological 

grounds the fish-men at the gate of Ezida, mentioned in no. 95, are no earlier than the time of 

Sargon, who, like Sin-sharra-ishkun, restored the temple. 

A 152, pi. XIX. 

^ A 143, 27, and inter alia^ pi. xx.4 nd 7070 and pi. xxi nd 7080. 

For Egyptian motifs see a 142; inter alia^ p. 119 and pi. xxvi (nd 3424, 3425), and p. 106 (nd 

3301); for Neo-Babylonian see a 143, 38 and pi. xx (nd 7086). Note also the possible papyrus 

impression on the back of nd 7039 (a 143, 37), 
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VIII. ASSYRIA AFTER THE FALL 

The history of northern Mesopotamia after the destruction of Assyria 

must be reconstructed almost entirely from archaeological evidence, in 

itself sparse, occasionally supplemented by mostly uninformative liter¬ 

ary references. This evidence reveals a significant change in settlement 

pattern following upon the breakdown of authority in 612. No longer 

did ambitious Assyrian kings maintain tbe great cities; this artificial 

stimulus removed, the local population seems to have reverted to a 

condition dictated to a greater extent by its immediate environment. 

This fact in itself has served to limit our archaeological knowledge, and 

only in recent years have archaeologists begun to take an interest in the 

less spectacular remains of the post-empire settlements. The evidence for 

the squatter reoccupation of Calah has been discussed above (pp. 181—2), 

but there was no serious attempt at reconstruction and when Xenophon 

passed by in 401 this city at least was wholly abandoned. 

We remain uncertain of the degree to which the Qialdaean kings of 

Babylon maintained control in metropolitan Assyria, but we know that 

the capitals were not rebuilt and that the Medes held Harran when 

Nabonidus was instructed in his famous dream to rebuild Ehulhul, the 

great temple of the moon-god which had lain in ruins since its 

destruction at the time of Assur-uballit. 

Marduk said to me, ‘Nabonidus, king of Babylon, bring bricks on your own 
chariot, rebuild the temple of Ehulhul and let Sin take up his dwelling there.’ I 
[Nabonidus] said to Marduk, ‘The Ummanmanda are laying siege to the very 

temple which you have ordered me to rebuild and their armed might is very 
great!’ But Marduk said to me, ‘The Ummanmanda, of whom you spoke, they, 
their country and all the kings, their allies, shall cease to exist.’ And indeed . . . 
Marduk made rise against them Cyrus, king of Anshan, his young servant, and 
Cyrus scattered the numerous Ummanmanda and captured Astyages, king of 
the Ummanmanda, and brought him in fetters into his land.™ 

The young servant was of course the Achaemenid Cyrus, who in 5 39 was 

to put an end to the Neo-Babylonian dynasty of Nabopolassar.'^* Harran, 

however, survived as an important centre of the moon-god, whose 

crescent symbol still appeared there on Roman coins minted in the third 

century a.d., and whose ‘pagan ceremonial’ is attested even as late as the 

Abbasid caliphate. 

From northern Mesopotamia we have up to now very little post-612 

archaeological evidence until Hellenistic times. To some extent this must 

reflect the security and stabihty re-established under Achaemenid rule, 

for the huge mounds of ruins which now represented the citadels of 

A 8j6, 218-21 no. 1 i 18—35; A 1145, 250. 

For a general discussion of this later history see a 694, i34f. 
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Assyrian cities were unattractive to later settlers except in time of danger. 

Since it is these sites that have been excavated, we lack knowledge of the 

distinguishing features of Achaemenid pottery, the tool most useful to 

archaeologists in settlement-pattern studies. At Calah somewhat ephem¬ 

eral traces of possible Achaemenid date were identified in the area of the 

Nabu temple, but these are not informative. Indeed the political position 

of Assyria under the Achaemenids is not entirely clear, but it seems 

under Cyrus to have been included in the satrapy of Babylon, despite the 

inclusion of the name Athura in the Old Persian dahjava (lands or 

districts) lists. Later sources suggest that Erbil, Assyrian Arba^il, was the 

one major centre to have escaped destruction in 612 and a document 

found in Egypt identifies it as an Achaemenid centre of administration. 

This refers to one Nehtihur, who was travelling to Egypt on business 

from Babylon and was provided with a letter authorizing the issue of 

rations along his route.^ot only informs us that a Persian nobleman 

owned estates in northern Mesopotamia at this time, but also identifies a 

number of administrative centres of the fifth century, together with 

Arba^il. The existence of estates belonging to members of the Achaeme¬ 

nid royal house is also recorded by Xenophon. 

Xenophon’s account of his march through Assyria provides an 

interesting description of the state of the country at this time, for its 

resources were of immediate concern to him and are frequently men¬ 

tioned. Passing the site of Calah, he refers to the local villagers who took 

refuge on the top of the ziggurat at the approach of the Greek army, 

although the city itself was deserted and Xenophon knew neither its 

name nor its former inhabitants, whom he describes as Medes. Nineveh 

too was identified as a ruined Median city, but here he reports the 

existence of a town, Mespila, nearby, possibly on the Mosul side of the 

Tigris. The countryside at this time seems to have been prosperous, since 

be comments on the plentiful supplies, and in one case a ‘kind of palace’ 

where flour, wine, and barley for horses had been stored for the satrap. 

The recent archaeological salvage project in the region of Eski Mosul 

has resulted in the identification of several sites which may possibly be 

Achaemenid,'^'' and it is hoped that their publication will assist in the 

further identification of material of this date from metropolitan Assyria. 

Alexander also passed through Assyria, and the battle named after the 

city of Arba^il, at which he finally defeated the last Achaemenid king, 

Darius III, was fought on the plain of Keramlais, 23 km east of Nineveh. 

For the Hellenistic period we have isolated fragments of archaeological 

evidence, and it is perhaps a reflection of contemporary insecurity that at 

Calah and Nineveh, and indeed on many sites to the west, we find 

A 358, 28; also A 66, 59f. Anabasis x\aw — iii.-v. 

For a list of sites and summary information see a 368, 2i6f, especially on Khirbet Qasrij. 
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settlement again on the citadel mounds. At Nineveh the settlement must 

have been quite large and had acquired at least the superficial forms of 

Hellenistic city organization. An inscription found there during the 

excavation of the Nabu temple in 1904 records a dedication by one 

Apollophanes who is described as strategos and epistates of the city, to the 

theoi epekooi?'^ An Assyrian altar inscribed with a later Greek dedication, 

probably by this same Apollophanes, was discovered during more recent 

excavations at the city.’^® Whether the citadel was continuously occupied 

in Hellenistic times is difficult to say, for the strata and architectural 

remains associated with the pottery of this date are too confused to 

permit analysis, but it seems probable that by now the greater part of the 

town lay in the plain below, where a small shrine of Hermes, the 

travellers’ patron peculiarly appropriate to a bridge-head site, was 

identified in 1954.'^'^ It is interesting that the Greek shrine was of a plan 

very reminiscent of Assyrian prototypes, a raised cella approached by 

steps from the ante-cella and with a door leading into a small lateral 

chamber. 

Two other sites afford isolated but significant additions to the general 

pattern, although in the first case the evidence is negative. At Ashur no 

traces of Seleucid occupation were identified, and very little that can be 

confidently assigned to the Achaemenid period. Indeed Andrae remarks 

that the period from the fall of Ashur in 614 to the appearance of Parthian 

buildings, which he dates to the first century b.c., has no history.'^* The 

apparent decline of Ashur, economically vulnerable at the edge of the 

zone of viable rain-fed agriculture, was complemented by another 

significant foundation, that of Hatra on the Wadi Tharthar about 5 5 km 

to the north west. Recent excavations there have shown that the great 

Parthian shrines were preceded by temples of purely Hellenistic aspect, 

themselves founded on the trodden surfaces of the campsites of nomads 

from the Jezirah, attracted by the brackish springs in the Tharthar 

nearby.^’ 

The post-war excavations at Calah provide perhaps the most informa¬ 

tive archaeological data for the period of Alexander and his Seleucid 

successors. Here a small village, of which six building levels were 

identified, was founded sometime around 250 b.c.®° After the relative 

peace of Achaemenid domination, it would appear that the rise of the 

Arsacid dynasty of Parthia provided a new threat from the east, and the 

resulting insecurity seems likely to account for the foundation of this 

new village on the relative safety of the citadel mound. By 130 b.c. the 

A 122, 140-2. ^ ^^2. 

77 A 576, 280-5 (Arabic). More recent excavations have identified five levels of‘Hellenistic* and 
Islamic occupation; a 572. 

78 A II2, 169. 79 ^ jgj. A A 386. 
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Parthians were in control of all Mesopotamia to the banks of the 

Euphrates. At what stage they conquered the northern plain we do not 

yet know, but it seems reasonable to assume that their advent in the area 

is reflected at Calah by the destruction of level z of this village, some time 

after 146 b.c., and the appearance of their distinctive pottery in the short¬ 

lived upper level. The final establishment of their authority, which was 

to last more than three centuries, presumably brought with it the 

conditions of peace and order in which villages could once more exist in 

safety on the plain. It was at this time that Ashur was rebuilt, and the 

German excavations have revealed a large Parthian city with a palace, 

agora and temple precinct.®* Here and at Hatra the influence of Assyrian 

tradition and symbolism can sometimes still be seen in architecture and 
art.®2 

With the advent of the Romans as successors to Hellenistic power in 

Asia Minor, control of Assyria was now contested between Rome and 

Parthia, though until c. a.d. zoo Rome’s influence east of the Khabur was 

never more than brief. Recognizing that control of Assyria was crucial to 

control of the Euphrates route, in a.d. 114 the emperor Trajan, 

following the subjugation of Armenia, attacked and captured Nisibis 

(modern Nusaybin). Singara was occupied and Hatra appears to have 

submitted to the Romans; indeed a bust of Trajan has recently been 

found at the site.®® In a.d. i 16 Trajan, following an ancient custom, led 

his army to the Gulf, sacking Ctesiphon en route. A revolt in the north, 

now joined by the Hatrenes, forced the emperor to withdraw, and the 

attempt to extend the frontier to the Tigris was abandoned by the more 

prudent Hadrian. Trajan’s presence is archaeologically attested not only 

by the Hatra bust, but by a milestone and the traces of a remarkable road 

terraced down the precipitous north slope of Jebel Sinjar.®^ A fragment 

of a stone inscription, now lost, from the bank of the Tigris at Nineveh, 

the preserved portion of which read ‘occuh [j/r] legionum’, attests the 

deliberate choice of the Tigris frontier.®® 

Although Singara may have been a colonia under the Antonines, it was 

Septimius Severus who next conquered the northern plain, and pottery 

of this period has been found at a number of sites. Hatra was attacked, 

but held out against the Romans, according to Dio Cassius (lxxv. 10- 

11), with the aid of a number of highly advanced defensive devices, 

including the use of bituminous naphtha and elaborate torsion-artillery 

of which an example was recently found at the site.®® Coins from an 

excavated Roman barracks and castellum at Ain Sinu, ancient Zagurae, 

A 549. A 396; A 397. 

A 402, 231-5. A 66, 67-71 and pi, V. 

The inscription was found in 1940, by the river just south of Kouyunjik; I am indebted to D. 

Oates for this information. a 550. 
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east of Singara, span the period from Septimius Severus to Severus 

Alexander, who we know was welcomed by the Arab king of Hatra.®’ 

Again the Roman presence in this desert city is commemorated by a 

portrait bust. The castellum at Ain Sinu appears to have been destroyed 

by the Sasanian Ardashir I (a.d. 237), who also besieged Hatra. A 

number of coins purporting to come from a new mint at Singara attest 

the presence of Gordian III, whose Moorish cohort was based in Hatra, 

where the Arab rulers appear to have accepted Roman help in the final 

struggle against the Sasanians. Indeed a consular date of a.d. 235 

survives on the earliest of three Latin inscriptions recovered at the site.®® 

The little evidence available suggests that the area east of Singara was 

surrendered once more by Philip the Arab, while Diocletian’s acceptance 

of the Singara-Nisibis line in his frontier settlement implies that the 

Tigris frontier had long been abandoned. After the death of Julian (363), 

Rome was forced to give up Nisibis and Singara, but the Roman walls of 

the latter, presumably built earlier in the fourth century, still remain an 

impressive sight today.®^ 

While some occupation of Nineveh and Calah is attested under the 

Seleucids and Parthians, it is under the latter dynasty that Ashur once 

again became a city of note, almost certainly, like Hatra, reflecting its 

importance as a tribal rather than a metropolitan centre. Arba^il and 

Kirkuk, which alone remained major centres of administration under the 

Achaemenids, retained their importance under the Sasanians and were 

indeed seats of Nestorian metropolitans. By now Nineveh was again 

abandoned, as we know from the great battle fought over its ruins 

between Heraclius and Chosroes.^ 

A 66, 8of; A 387. A 66, 75 and n, i; a 373. 

A 66, pis. vii-xii; A 378. 

90 E. Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire 11, 800. 
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CHAPTER 26 

ASSYRIAN CIVILIZATION 

A. K. GRAYSON 

Many topics have been lightly touched upon in the preceding chapters 

which merit special attention, and it is the purpose of this chapter to fulfil 

that need. A synthesis of our knowledge of a given aspect of Assyrian 

civilization is full of lacunae and surmise, and I advise the reader of this 

now, for I have spared him endless repetitions of such phrases as ‘It 

would seem that’ or ‘Possibly so’. These topics are usually treated for 

Assyria and Babylonia together in secondary works, and I have therefore 

stressed some of the major contrasts with Babylonian civilization. 

I. THE MONARCHY 

The idea of monarchy was born with the emergence of the Assyrian state 

and the two grew to maturity together like twins. The seed for these 

developments may be found in the ancient city state of Ashur and its 

ruler who was called a vice-regent (tUi’akku) of the city god Ashur. 

When Shamshi-Adad I captured this city state, he sought acceptance by 

the indigenous population of himself as the legitimate ruler and at the 

same time, by conquering other city states in the region and assuming the 

imperialistic title iarru (‘king’), dramatically altered the previous course 

of Ashur’s history and set for its people and their heirs highly ambitious 

goals. The idea of an Assyrian state under an absolute monarch was 

conceived at that moment but lay dormant until the time of Ashur- 

uballit I (1565—1528 B.C.), who not only won Assyrian independence but 

laid the foundations of an Assyrian nation and an Assyrian monarchy. In 

subsequent centuries, as the political and military power of Assyria 

grew, so too did the authority and accoutrements of majesty until its full 

fruition with the great kings of the Middle Assyrian period, Tukulti- 

Ninurta I (1245—1207 b.c.) and Tiglath-pileser I (i 114—1076 b.c.). This 

then set the pattern and, although changes and developments can be 

noted from time to time, the idea of monarchy and its practical 

expression stayed substantially the same for the remainder of Assyrian 

history. It was clearly an indigenous development but with many 

194 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



THE MONARCHY I95 

individual customs and practices borrowed from the culture in the 

Babylonian plain. 

The political theory of monarchy is not described for us in any ancient 

Assyrian text, but there is much incidental evidence that allows us to 

formulate a statement on the Assyrians’ view of kingship. Of fundamen¬ 

tal importance was the intimate link between the supernatural powers, 

the gods, and the Assyrian king, who was the earthly representative of 

the supreme god Ashur. In Sumerian political ideology kingship was 

believed to have descended from heaven to earth and the Assyrians 

certainly subscribed to this view. In contrast to Sumerian and Babylo¬ 

nian belief, where rule of the land passed from one city state to another as 

the fortunes of the respective patron deities waxed or waned in heaven, 

in Assyria the supreme god was always the same (Ashur), and the family 

tree to which the supreme earthly ruler belonged was also, in theory, 

always the same. Both of these tenets, like all absolute doctrines, seemed 

to be contradicted by facts from time to time. The popularity in Assyria 

of Marduk, king of the gods in the Babylonian pantheon, caused some 

embarrassment, and in Chapter 25 we saw how Sennacherib attempted 

to suppress the cult. As to the theory of an unbroken royal line, the 

frequent coups d’etat resulted in the gaining of the throne by usurpers 

whose royal lineage is highly suspect, and the compilers of the Assyrian 

king list attempted to resolve these situations by ingenious genealogical 

complexities. 

The monarch was the supreme human being in Assyrian thought, 

since he was god’s anointed, but he was a mere mortal all the same, and 

this is in contrast again to Sumer and Babylonia where deification of the 

ruler was known. The Assyrians were, of course, aware of this southern 

phenomenon, and they flirted with the idea of the apotheosis of their 

own king, but it never achieved full official recognition in Assyria. It 

surfaces, nonetheless, in various forms. In the royal epithets there is 

sometimes ambiguity as to whether the king or the deity is described, 

and there were titles and adjectives (such as dandannu, ‘almighty’) which 

were applied only to god or monarch. The royal images {salmu), statues 

and reliefs of the king, are another case in point; in texts where these 

images are mentioned the word salmu is preceded by the divine 

determinative,* and the personal name ‘The-Divine-Image-of-the-King- 

Has-Commanded’ (^Salam-larri-iqbi) is well attested.2 This last fact 

brings to mind the custom practised at Guzanu (Tell Halaf) of conclud¬ 

ing contracts before the images of gods including the ‘divine image of 

the king’.^ None of this evidence justifies a conclusion that official 

* Sec A 495, 112. 2 See A 445A, 205. ^ Sec a 92, jSf n. 21. 
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sanction was given to the worship of the Assyrian king or his images,"* 

but it does underline the fact that he was generally regarded as being on a 

plane closer to the gods than other mortals. In popular thought no doubt 

people went one step further and regarded the king as at least partially 

divine, and uneducated Assyrians probably believed that the offerings 

placed on a table before a royal image in a temple were offerings to the 

image itself rather than offerings to be presented by the king portrayed to 

the god.^ 

The supreme, god-like position of the Assyrian monarch was pro¬ 

moted and enhanced in a variety of practical ways. Access to the king by 

individuals was, at best, extremely difficult, and the long walk through 

the gates and corridors flanked by bull and lion colossi and stone reliefs 

depicting the king slaying and mutilating his enemies would overwhelm 

the visitor, as it was intended to do, with ‘awesome splendour’ {puluhti 

melemmt).^ The only mortal who could be regarded as an equal of the 

Assyrian king was a foreign king, whom the Assyrian monarch 

addressed as ‘my brother’,^ but even he was a potential subject of the 

‘king of kings’ (Jar sarrani).^ 

The Assyrian king enjoyed absolute power over the state, there being 

only three checks to his autocratic rule, religion, legal precedent, and the 

temper of his nobles and officials. The monarch was subject to religious 

belief and practice, and examples of royal attempts to depart therefrom 

are extremely rare. As to legal precedent, the king had to respect the 

traditional rights of individuals, such as property ownership, and of 

groups or institutions, such as tax exemptions granted to privileged 

cities. Finally he had to respect the mood of the upper classes or run the 

risk, as a few kings did, of revolution and regicide. Apart from these 

considerations, however, the king’s will was supreme in all affairs of 

state. Indeed, in the legislative sphere he was not only the supreme but 

the sole legislator, his ‘law-making’ consisting of royal decrees. There 

was not even an assembly, as in Sumer, with which he might discuss a 

proposal, although he did seek advice from his various officials and 

sanction from the gods by means of omens. The king was presumably 

supreme judge, and he was definitely commander-in-chief of the army. 

In religion, although he was subject to commonly accepted beliefs and 

practices, as already mentioned, he was the high priest (Jangu) of the god 

Ashur. This is in contrast to Babylonia where the high priest was not the 

same person as the king. Finally, even the economy was subject to his 

will, for in theory he owned all the land, and trade, both domestic and 

foreign, depended upon his sanction. 

Given the sweeping authority of the Assyrian king it is pertinent to 

* See All, j6-6i. ^ Sec a 41, 6oof, and a 412, 519 n. 51. 

^ See A 9, 65—82. ’ E.g. A 72, no. 918. ® SceA5i,3i8f. 
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inquire how extensive, in practice, his knowledge of these various 

spheres of activity was and to what extent he was personally involved in 

their direction. This would vary with the individual character and 

personality of the reigning monarch at a given time, but there was one 

activity which was traditionally the central concern of the monarch, the 

military. The king did not always lead his army in person, so much is 

clear, but it was assumed that he did, and in the official presentations, the 

commemorative inscriptions and sculptured reliefs, events are usually 

portrayed as though the king were present and fighting personally. The 

fact that the king was principally involved with the direction of the 

armed forces is a reflection of the militaristic manner in which the 

Assyrian state was organized, for there were not many state affairs which 

were not either directly involved with the war department or at least 

affected by it. As to legislation, there was no need for formal laws similar 

to the Justinian Code followed in Western civilization; Assyrian society 

was so traditionally conservative that most legal matters were regulated 

by custom and the judicial system operated without the king’s personal 

intervention. In religion the priests carried out their duties without royal 

involvement, except on occasions when the king’s presence was pres¬ 

cribed by a particular rite; but they kept the king regularly informed of 

their activities. As to land-ownership, the highly complex system of 

land-tenure (Section V below) required no direct involvement on the 

part of the monarch, and trade, about which we know virtually nothing, 

would always go forward so long as no one made a determined effort to 

control or stop it. In addition to the income which the king enjoyed by 

right of being the supreme land-owner, he had income from land held by 

personal right, as did individual members of the royal family, such as the 

crown prince, the queen, and the queen-mother.’ 

The world in which the monarch spent his days and nights was the 

palace and the harem. Since our knowledge of the Assyrian court is 

derived, to a certain extent, from incidental evidence we naturally look 

to other, better known, Oriental courts (such as the seraglio at Constan¬ 

tinople in the Ottoman period) for analogies, a procedure which has 

much to recommend it since the later courts have their historical 

foundation in the Assyrian. To Western eyes the most striking character¬ 

istic is the harem. The Assyrian royal harem was undoubtedly large, 

although we have no information about the numbers of wives, concu¬ 

bines, serving maids, and eunuch guards. Within the harem there was a 

hierarchy of which the queen-mother was the head, and she had her own 

court. The next in line, and also with a court of her own, was the chief 

wife of the reigning monarch, her status being determined by the fact 

’ See A 102, no. 36 and A. K. Cnyson,JNE£S 31 (1972) 47/1. 
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that she was the first wife to give the king a male offspring. There is one 

example of a departure from this normal ranking and that is the case of 

Naqia, wife of Sennacherib, who continued supreme in the harem during 

both the reign of her son, Esarhaddon, and the early years of her 

grandson, Ashurbanipal. 

Princes normally spent their early years in the harem, but while still 

fairly young were removed to be educated and trained for their future 

role in life. In the Sargonid period (and possibly earlier), the crown 

prince, once he had been officially so designated, entered the ‘House of 

Succession’ {blt-reduti), where he was surrounded by his own court and 

personal bodyguard. In this milieu he was prepared for his eventual 

elevation to the supreme position in the Assyrian state. Ashurbanipal 

tells us that it was in the House of Succession that he was trained both in 

military arts and intellectual pursuits, learning not only to ride and shoot 

but also to read and write. When the prince ‘graduated’ he was assigned 

to responsible duties in the empire, and in the Sargonid period, at least, 

the crown prince became the king’s representative at home with regal 

authority while the father was campaigning. As to the rule of succession, 

we lack sufficient information both about the principle and about the 

practice, hut it would appear that primogeniture was the guiding rule 

and in the odd case where it is known that the actual successor was not 

the eldest son, one may assume that his elder brother or brothers had 

died young, or been killed in a revolution led by the successful usurper. 

Returning for a moment to the court itself, something must be said 

about palace protocol and the daily conduct of affairs. From the Middle 

Assyrian period there is a group of royal edicts which lays down rules 

with regard to court and harem etiquette, and, given the conservative 

character of Assyrian society, the general picture provided is probably 

applicable to the Neo-Assyrian court.'® It was similar to the seraglio of 

the sultan in the Ottoman period, as already mentioned; the women of 

the harem were jealously guarded and every effort made to contain and 

control the disputes which frequently erupted. In order to prevent 

seditious plots, of which harems were a notorious source, there was a 

strict ban on any woman giving a present to a servant. All persons 

admitted to the court were carefully examined by senior officials, and if 

someone unsuitable was mistakenly admitted, the officials responsible 

for the error were mutilated as punishment. The court and harem 

travelled with the king when he moved about the country and even on 

the road there were strict rules of procedure. Officially only one courtier 

had the right of direct and continuous access to the king, and all news 

*0 See E. F. Weidner, ‘Hof- und Harems-Erlasse assyrischer Konige aus dem 2. Jahrtausend v. 

Chr.’, AJO 17 (1954-6), 257-93; A. K. Grayson, Asgrian Kojal Inscriptions of the Ancient 

Near East) i, §§304-6, 355-41,517, 681-5, 850-9, 928, 989 and ii, §§184-93 (Wiesbaden, 1972-6). 
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and petitions had to be transmitted through him or at least by his 

sanction. Patronage was the rule in Assyria, both in the palace and the 

country at large, and no one could succeed who did not have an 

influential friend who would accept bribes in order to plead a cause.” 

The king was formally addressed in letters in the third person as ‘the king 

my lord’ and replied in the first person singular, rather than in the plural 

(the ‘royal we’ of other traditions), and it may be assumed that this 

reflects oral practice in the court. 

The public image presented for the king is coldly impersonal, and a 

superficial look at his portrayal in art or writing would lead to the 

conclusion that one Assyrian king was much hke another; each was a 

strong, fearless warrior with unswerving faith in god and himself. Such 

was not always the case and in preceding chapters glimpses have been 

gained of individual personality traits of certain kings, such as Esarhad- 

don. But for many kings we have no personal details at all; we do not 

even know the age of any of them since Mesopotamians never recorded 

this fact. Among the symbols of majesty were the crown {agit), the 

sceptre {hatju), the throne {kussu), and the royal standard {urigallu). The 

king rode in a magnificent ceremonial chariot on state occasions and was 

surrounded by his personal bodyguard {qurbiitu). There were various 

state and religious ceremonies in which the king participated and chief 

among these was the New Year’s {Akitu) festival. This rite may have 

included a great ritual banquet (called the takultu), the text for which is 

also known, and one of the principal purposes of the ceremony was to 

confirm the rule of the king for another year. Since no separate 

coronation ritual is known, it is reasonable to assume that this same rite 

served officially to proclaim the rule of a new king who had succeeded to 

the throne after the preceding New Year’s festival. This assumption is 

supported by the fact that Assyrian chroniclers dated the first year of a 

king as beginning at the first New Year after his actual accession.’2 

II. THE BUREAUCRACY 

Assyrian bureaucracy can be viewed as a pyramid with the king at the 

pinnacle and the working population at the base with graduated layers of 

officials in between, the number of officials at each level increasing as one 

descends. It is convenient to keep this image in mind, although there are 

problems with such a neat schema, since the system was not theoretically 

thought out in advance but simply developed to meet demands as they 

arose. Particularly relevant to this point is the fact that the Assyrian state, 

including the administration, was essentially militaristic in organization 

and there was usually little distinction between military service and civil 

" E.g. A 72, no. 2. *2 ^ ^ ^ ^ 
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service. Another consideration is that the chain of command was not 

always from one level to that immediately adjacent; the crown gave direct 

orders to some officials far down the pyramid and the king had the right 

to intervene at any level in any matter. But for clarity it is useful to have 

the image of a pyramid in mind as one goes through the various levels of 

officials and describes their position, function, and responsibilities. Only 

the upper echelons will be discussed, since they are of most importance 

and our sources provide more information about them than about the 

lower orders. 

At the top of the pyramid sat the king and immediately under him was 

a trio of officials, the major-domo {akillrabjia muhhi ekalli), the vice- 

chancellor {ummanu), and the field-marshal (turtanu). The major-domo 

was the only person who officially had direct access to the monarch, his 

position being comparable to the Black Eunuch of the sultan’s court in 

Ottoman Turkey. The power and influence of this individual was 

immense. Roughly on an equal footing with this officer was the vice- 

chancellor, whom the king consulted frequently on the various affairs of 

state and whose importance is illustrated by a legend (see above, p. 132) 

that surrounds one of them, Ahiqar, and the fact that their names are 

enshrined beside the names of their monarchs in ancient lists. The field- 

marshal completes the trio of officers directly under the king, his high 

status being confirmed by the lists of Assyrian eponyms {limmu), wherein 

he appears immediately after the king. 

A second group of three which, if not equal in rank to the aforemen¬ 

tioned trio, was a close second, consisted of the palace herald {nagir 

ekalli), the chief cup-bearer (rab iaqe), and the steward [abarakku). 

Although these officers bore titles related originally to domestic service 

in the court and they may have performed these services on ceremonial 

occasions, in practice they were entrusted with duties of state of a very 

high order. The palace herald was the chief administrative officer of the 

realm. The chief cup-bearer acted as the king’s plenipotentiary on great 

occasions such as, it will be remembered, at the siege of Jerusalem in the 

time of Sennacherib. The steward of the king (there was also a steward 

for each of the crown prince, the queen-mother and the chief wife) 

carried out special royal commissions, such as the direction of the 

transportation of precious items. 

The offices of most of the officials mentioned so far included 

governorships over certain provinces, and the remaining provincial 

governors come immediately after them in rank. The governors {Jaknu 

or belpihati), including the governors of the chief Assyrian cities, were 

arranged in a hierarchy, as is evident from the eponym lists, with the 

governor of Assyria (i.e. the Assyrian heartland) first. Each governor 
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had his own palace and court, located at the provincial capital, and there 

was a standing army at his disposal. 

Next in seniority was a series of officials with diverse functions. There 

were the viziers {sukattu), of which one was called the grand vizier 

{sukallu rabu), and whose position was so prestigious that occasionally 

one of their number served as an eponym, and they commonly occur 

high in lists of witnesses in legal documents. In view of the name of the 

office, one suspects that they were advisers to the king. There was a chief 

eunuch (rah sa reSi) attached to the king’s court and also one to the court 

of the crown prince; the title implies that they had control over the 

eunuchs who permeated the Assyrian court and bureaucracy. The chief 

justice {sartennu) (an official whose duties included acting as a judge on 

occasion), who might serve as an eponym, belongs at this level as well as, 

probably, the high priests (JSangu) of the many temples and the mayors 

{ha^annu) of Assyrian cities. The mayor of a city was lower than the 

governor of the same city and the latter’s jurisdiction included the 

immediate environs of the city. 

Descending further, within the court itself there were a number of 

officers, such as the chief baker {rab nuhjitimme), responsible for the daily 

needs of the numerous courtiers {mani^at^pane), and such offices existed at 

the courts of the crown prince and the governors as well as at that of the 

king. At about this rank in the bureaucratic pyramid we encounter a 

large group of people who fulfilled one of the most important functions 

in the empire, the collection of taxes. Land and its taxation were divided 

into two jurisdictions, those lands under the authority of the crown and 

those under the authority of the provincial government. Each collected 

its own taxes from those lands and the king’s tax collectors (/a qurbuti or 

qepu) took orders directly from him. There was another type of official 

{muhrkisu) who, working in pairs or small groups assigned to a specific 

province, collected horses for the central government and communi¬ 

cated directly with the crown. It was noted earlier that most Assyrian 

officials had military functions, and this was certainly true of the tax 

gatherers. 

At about this point in the pyramid we should probably place the army 

captains {rab kisri) and charioteers {ia mugerre?), the latter group 

including the driver {mukJl appate) and the ‘third man’ or shield-bearer 

{tallilu). Indeed the status of the charioteers was rather special since each 

of the highest officials, including the king, had his own chariot and crew 

who were commonly entrusted with important missions by their 

superiors. There is one person, a woman called the iakintu, whose 

position and function is unclear but who was obviously an eminent 

individual with substantial wealth. Below these high-ranking officers 
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there were still several levels in the state bureaucracy which included 

everything from the palace kitchen to the flocks of shepherds, but a 

catalogue of these would become tedious. The mass of unskilled 

labourers was called sabu, a term which can be translated both as 

‘soldiers’ and as ‘labourers’, since there was no distinction between them 

and the work they performed, whether military or public works, was 

called dullu. 

There seems to have been no training programme for potential 

bureaucrats nor were the officials literate, since an army of scribes 

bolstered up the entire system. The son of an official learned his father’s 

job by watching him at work, occasionally helping, and not infrequently 

the son succeeded the father in the post. This meant that families and 

social groups tended to regard certain offices as theirs, or at least as 

primarily within their sphere of influence. Patronage was the rule of the 

day, and no one could get a good position without an influential relative 

or friend. 

The scribes were a special segment of the bureaucracy and were the 

products of a lengthy and rigorous educational system. Scribes were 

attached to every level in the official hierarchy, beginning at the very top 

with the vice-chancellor {ummanu), who was the king’s chief scribe. 

Another special group which permeated the system consisted of eunuchs 

(Ja rele), for eunuchs were regarded, as in Byzantine and Ottoman times, 

as the most trustworthy of servants. The proportion of eunuchs in the 

bureaucracy was substantial, and a collective term for the king’s officers 

was ‘eunuchs and bearded ones’ {ia reh u h siiqne).^^ 

An official kept his position indefinitely, that is until he fell from 

favour, was promoted, or died. It is unlikely that rapid ‘progress 

through the ranks’ was possible, but gradual elevation of a social group 

over several generations was known, a good example being the rise of 

the Aramaeans to the highest levels during the ninth and eighth 

centuries. A second-in-command (sanu) was attached to most offices and 

he, together with offspring of the principal office-holder, would proba¬ 

bly be one of the first to be considered as a replacement. Appointments 

had to be approved by the gods through omens and thus the diviners 

were in an influential position with regard to promotion. Each office and 

particularly the more eminent had distinctive symbols such as uniforms, 

badges, standards, bodyguards, and chariots. The ceremonies of instal¬ 

lation included the swearing of an oath of loyalty to the king. 

Officers were paid from the resources of the jurisdiction, central or 

provincial, in which they were employed and the remuneration took 

various forms such as food and clothing allowances (especially for those 

fa reh does not always literally mean ‘eunuch* however. See a 45 ia. 
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at court), or income from specified land-holdings. On occasion the king 

would add a special reward such as clothing, jewelry, tax exemption, or 

residence for life at the palace. Officials constantly complained that they 

were underpaid, and it was accepted practice that they would augment 

their pay by surreptitious means, bribes, ‘special’ taxes, and the like. 

Inefficiency and corruption if detected were punished, however, and the 

punishments ranged over a wide number of possibilities including 

imprisonment, mutilation, and execution. The vast and complex nature 

of the empire meant that there was a great deal of work to do and, on the 

whole, the Assyrian officers seem to have been a hard-working lot who 

travelled where and when it was necessary and relayed regular reports to 

their superiors. The king, in some instances at least, set a good example 

by accompanying the army on campaign and by personally supervising 

building projects. 

As to the territory administered by this large bureaucracy, there were 

two major units, the land of Assyria proper and Greater Assyria. In 

contemporary records the term ‘Land of Ashur’ {mat Assur) can refer to 

the two together or to Assyria proper, and the latter can also simply be 

called ‘The Land’ {matu). Assyria proper, or the ‘Assyrian heartland’, 

was roughly a triangle with its apex at the city Ashur on the Tigris, and 

its base stretching from Arba^il in the east to Nineveh in the west. This 

area consisted of four major cities (Ashur, Arba’il, Nineveh and Calah) 

which were surrounded by fertile agricultural land. The entire area was 

under a governor {lakin mat AHur) and each city had its own governor 

{hknu) and mayor {hjiv^annu) with a hierarchy of administrators beneath 

them. The cities had special privileges (exemption from various taxes 

and impositions), which each jealously guarded; the most privileged of 

all was the city of Ashur whose governor reported directly to the king. 

Beyond Assyria proper was ‘Greater Assyria’ (there is no ancient 

equivalent for this term), a name which denotes territory outside of the 

Assyrian heartland and directly ruled or indirectly manipulated by the 

Assyrian king. The size of this area and its administrative divisions 

changed considerably during the three centuries of the Neo-Assyrian 

empire, and two distinct methods of administration, treaty arrange¬ 

ments and provincial administration, are evident. The treaty arrange¬ 

ment was the first to evolve, as Assyrian foreign policy slowly graduated 

in the late second millennium from staging razzias on neighbouring 

states to arranging more permanent and still profitable relations with 

these states. Two basic kinds of treaty relations emerged, treaties with 

equal partners and treaties with vassals. While vassal treaties, which 

involved keeping foreign princes and nobles hostage at the Assyrian 

court, continued to be arranged throughout Neo-Assyrian history, 

treaties with equal partners were gradually replaced in the ninth century 
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by quite another device, conquest and imposition of provincial administ¬ 

ration. A major reform of the entire administrative system for Greater 

Assyria was instituted by Tiglath-pileser III, who reduced the size of the 

provinces and thus reduced the power of the individual provincial 

governors. He thereby thwarted the ambitious expansion of authority by 

some of these men, a phenomenon which had plagued Assyria immedi¬ 

ately preceding his accession. 

One part of Greater Assyria, Babylonia, could not be treated like any 

other part and Assyria tried various methods of control without success. 

In the ninth century there were treaty arrangements between Assyria and 

Babylonia, arrangements which included Assyria’s guarantee of the 

Babylonian king’s position, and a similar agreement seems to have 

existed between Tiglath-pileser III and Nabonassar in the eighth 

century. In the face of repeated troubles with maintaining an acceptable 

monarch on the Babylonian throne, however, Tiglath-pileser finally 

abandoned the policy and ascended the Babylonian throne himself. This 

new method of treating Babylonia was adopted by subsequent Assyrian 

kings, with the exception of Sennacherib who tried to rule through 

puppet kings, but it still did not provide the ideal means of controlling 

Babylonia, which remained the most fractious part of the empire. 

The centre of the Assyrian administrative system was, in theory, the 

royal court, but since kings tended to travel the administrative structure 

found a more permanent headquarters in the palace of one of the major 

cities; this we call the ‘capital’, although there is no Assyrian equivalent 

for this word. Calah served as the administrative headquarters during the 

ninth and eighth centuries b.c., while Nineveh filled this role in the 

seventh century. At these sites have been found the state archives, 

consisting of voluminous correspondence with the king, and adminis¬ 

trative records, from the respective periods just mentioned. The absence 

of such archives at Dur-Sharrukin should probably not be attributed to 

the chance of discovery but to the fact that there had not been time to 

move the administrative headquarters before Sargon II’s sudden death. 

There was a standing order to all officials to report to the king ‘whatever 

you see and hear’, and to ensure rapid communication there was a corps 

of messengers which enjoyed the use of a network of roads and posting 

statidns.^'* Messages could be relayed even more quickly in emergencies 

by a system of observation towers and fire signals. Borders were 

carefully guarded by a series of fortresses and garrison-troops, who 

permitted the passage of individuals and small groups on business, after 

due payment of tariffs, but stood in the way of attempted border raids or 

foreign invasions. 

See A. L. Oppenheim, ‘The eyes of the Lotd\ JAOS 88 (1968) 173-80; a 703, 3of. 
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Before leaving the subject of the administrative headquarters of the 

empire, a word should be said about the move from Calah to Nineveh. 

This change was part of a much larger operation which involved massive 

building programmes, major theological developments, and social and 

economic upheavals. The factors lying behind this major shift in royal 

policy were varied and included the changing pohtical, economic, and 

social scene. That the Assyrian monarch should wish to move his capital 

away from the city of Ashur near the vulnerable southern border with 

Babylonia is not surprising. Nor was the economic position of Ashur 

ideal, since it was located at the extreme south of the fertile Assyrian 

heartland. Calah and Nineveh were more ideally situated from both 

points of view. Other factors which probably played a part were the 

ancient rights of the nobility of Ashur and the ancient accumulation of 

buildings, both of which an Assyrian monarch would have found 

inhibiting and oppressive. Finally, a leading desire of an Assyrian 

monarch was to do something gigantic and unique which would be 

remembered for all time, and what better fits that aim than building a 

totally new city or at least completely rebuilding an old one? 

In Chapter 25, weaknesses in the Assyrian monarchy and administra¬ 

tive system were cited as causes contributing to the fall of Assyria, and 

here one must delineate these together with some general remarks on 

this subject by way of conclusion. The chief advantage of an autocracy is 

that decisions can be made quickly since they come from only one 

individual, and if the autocrat makes decisions rapidly and wisely there is 

great benefit to the state, which is saved the waste and divisiveness of 

protracted debate. This was certainly true in Assyria, where such 

decisive figures as Ashurnasirpal II and Sargon II brought great glory to 

the country. But not all kings were so effective and, while outside 

elements played against some of them, for others, such as Shamshi-Adad 

V and Adad-nirari III, the fault must surely be found with weakness in 

the character and capabilities of the monarch himself. The removal of 

such a weak king was possible only by revolution for there was no 

constitutional means. At the monarch’s death he was succeeded by his 

own offspring, which meant that hereditary weaknesses, as well as 

strengths, would continue. New blood flowed into the royal line from 

the female side through marriage but the only chance of a totally new 

infusion was a usurper, such as Sargon II possibly was. Even an aged 

monarch could not retire, at least there is no clear evidence of abdication, 

although there is one instance, in the reign of Shalmaneser III, where the 

affairs of state were gradually managed by others as the king grew older. 

Thus the burden of running the state sometimes fell heavily on the 

bureaucracy, and the system, which depended upon a firm hand at the 

helm, was found wanting. The entire structure was permeated by 
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patronage and bribery, and even one who succeeded in gaining a post 
was open to slander and disgrace, for the standing order to all officials to 
report to the king whatever they saw and heard drove them zealously to 
inform on their colleagues. The higher the official, the larger the bribe, 
so that the most powerful were also the most wealthy, and in two 
periods, 784—745 and after 635, a small number of exceptionally strong 
and rich individuals made serious encroachments upon the royal 
prerogative. 

III. SOCIAL STRUCTURE 

Assyrian society was conservative in nature but flexible enough to 
manage the stresses and strains to which it was subjected by the 
emergence of the state as a great empire. In fact it was the stability of the 
social structure which gave the Assyrian state such strength. The focus 
of social relations was tribal and family affiliation, and a fundamental 
motivation in every Assyrian’s life was the protection and propagation 
of his family and tribe. This phenomenon is amply illustrated by the 
various types of personal names expressing a prayer to a god to preserve 

the family (e.g. AHur-^umu-tilir ‘Oh-Ashur-May-the-Name-be-Well!’) 
or to protect the heir (e.g. AHur-apla-usur, ‘Oh-Ashur-Protect-the- 
Heir!’) and expressing thanks to a god for granting an heir so that the 
family name will endure (e.g. Aliur-s^era-ibni^ ‘Ashur-Has-Created- 
Seed’). It is also apparent from the frequent occurrence of adoption, a 
practice which not only provided a childless couple with care for their 
old age but ensured the future of the family. Even the dead were kept 
within the home for they were buried under the floor. 

Beyond the family and tribal groupings there were social classes. Since 
the criteria for class division were power and wealth, the social strata 
corresponded more or less to the bureaucratic hierarchy outlined in the 
preceding section, and no distinction can be made between social 
standing and rank in state service. At the top of the scale was the king and 
at the bottom were the slaves, with various levels of society in between. 
The royal court represented the height of society and it was immediately 
followed by the courts of the crown prince and the governors. Follow¬ 
ing these in the social scale were the nobles or officers {rabutu) with their 
families and relations and the ‘heads’ {qaqqadu) of the major cities. 

Members of the upper classes were distinguished by the external marks 
of office, already mentioned, their entourage of dependents, guards, and 
servants, and by their grand houses if they were not palace residents. The 
mode of address found in letters, which was probably also used in 

See A 72, no. 2; A 519. 
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Speech, was formal and included the use of ‘my lord’ (belt) for one of 

superior rank while the speaker referred to himself as ‘your servant’ 

{uradka). Social equals addressed one another as ‘my brother’ (aAf). 

Obsequiousness characterizes letters from an inferior to a superior, again 

no doubt reflecting oral practice. Letters to the king contain fawning 

phrases, and occasionally the writer goes so far as to call himself a ‘dog’ 

{kalhu) in the king’s service. 

Ignoring the various lower orders of free men, about which little is 

known, one comes to the non-free or slaves. Slavery was not so extensive 

in Assyria as one might expect; certainly it was not as common as in the 

Roman empire, nor did the economy of Assyria, if one excludes the 

monumental building works, rely heavily upon this institution. A 

possible source of misunderstanding is the term urdu, which in Assyrian 

is used both for a person who is the property of another and for anyone, 

free or not, in describing his relation to his superior; for example even 

the field-marshal {turtdnu) could be referred to as the urdu of the king. 

Another consideration is the fact that, while people were attached to land 

and households and were sold with them, it is unknown whether all such 

people were technically slaves or if some were half-free. 

As for slavery proper, there were both debt slaves and foreign 

captives. The debt slave was better off, for he enjoyed a number of 

privileges. He could marry a free person, appear as a witness in a court 

case, conduct business transactions with other slaves and their masters, 

and he could even own property to which people were attached. There 

was also the prospect that some day his debts would be paid and freedom 

restored, although in practice manumission was rare, since it would not 

be encouraged by the master and the debt slave’s incentive to seek it 

would be attenuated by the aforementioned privileges. The lot of the 

foreign captive was entirely different; he was given the meanest of 

manual labour to perform with little hope for the future apart from 

escape or death. 

The position of women in Assyrian society was quite inferior, being 

even lower than that in Babylonia. One rarely encounters a woman 

acting in a legal or business transaction on her own behalf, for she had 

virtually no status or rights as an individual. She was entirely dependent 

upon her male relations, father, husband, sons, and brothers, and their 

position in society. She was confined to separate quarters, the harem, and 

apart from male relatives she could have social intercourse only with 

other females. Marriage, the rearing of children, and the care of the home 

were her established roles in life. 

An individual Assyrian belonged to a particular class because of his 

kinship and not because of personal merits or achievements. If he were a 

particularly capable and successful man, any promotion and distinction 
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he might gain would involve all his relations, and thus a family and tribe 

blessed with a series of successful members would gradually rise in the 

class structure. An outstanding example of this phenomenon is the 

Aramaeans, who were forcibly brought to Assyria in the ninth century 

B.c. to do corvee, but by the late eighth century b.c. there were people 

bearing Aramaean names at very high levels in the class structure. While 

the general pattern of this phenomenon is apparent, it is impossible to 

document the rise of a particular family or group in detail because of our 

lack of continuous sources over a sufficient length of time. One can, 

however, single out names of individuals who were advancing rapidly at 

certain times and places. Such, for example, is the case with Kakkulanu 

(or Akkulanu), the ‘captain of the crown prince’ {rab kisir sa mar sarri), 

who bought up a great deal of land and was very much involved in 

business transactions of various kinds at Nineveh during the Sargonid 

period.'® A caveat to this and similar examples, however, is that 

sometimes these individuals might have been acting on behalf of their 

office rather than their personal interests. 

Most of what has been said so far applies only to native Assyrians, but 

there were foreigners living in the state as well. There were the foreign 

captives, already mentioned, who generally did forced labour on 

building projects or were otherwise employed in menial capacities in 

temples and palaces. There were also free foreigners within Assyria 

proper, some of whom had very high positions. The fact that many of 

these people were known by their gentilics alone (‘The Babylonian’, 

‘The Arab’, ‘The Tabalaean’) rather than by real personal names shows 

that, despite their accepted position in the state, their foreign extraction 

had not been forgotten, and suggests that they were subjected to social 

sanctions. Possible support for this proposal is found in a unique 

marriage contract, wherein a mother purchases a woman to become the 

bride of her son.’^ This was not normal Assyrian practice, for a wife was 

not considered a slave, and the irregular procedure may have been the 

only means whereby a wife could be found for the son, who belonged to 

an Egyptian family living in Assyria. 

Another group of foreigners comprised the princes and nobles of 

other lands who were kept at the Assyrian court, hostages in effect, to 

assure the observance of treaties by their countries of origin. These 

foreign dignitaries could cause problems as, for example, the people of 

Papu, living in Sargon’s court, who conspired with some other for¬ 

eigners (see Chapter 22). Even a foreign king, such as a king of Elam in 

See the references in a 443A, iiof. For other individuals see a 444, i69f; a 104, 12—15; a 23, 

263-7. 

A 93, no. 307. See a 105, no. 13; V.A. Jakobsen, ‘Studies in Neo-Assyrian law’, AOF i (1974) 

115—21. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



SOCIAL STRUCTURE 209 

Ashurbanipal’s reign (see Chapter 24), might seek asylum at the Assyrian 

court. Thus there were many foreigners of every social class in Assyria, a 

fact which made the Assyrians aware of different lands and manners. 

As to the Assyrian attitude towards countries and peoples beyond 

their homeland, they were reasonably interested and knowledgeable. 

Not only could they learn from the foreigners in their midst but also they 

heard the accounts of returned soldiers, officials, and business men. 

Other languages would not intimidate a people who were already 

familiar with both Akkadian and Aramaic, the latter being the lingua 

franca in any case, and great surprise was expressed on one occasion when 

a foreign emissary (from Gyges of Lydia) reached the Assyrian court and 

no one could understand his tongue.’® Another illustration of the fact 

that foreign manners piqued the curiosity of the Assyrians is the 

portrayal of Urartian institutions in a text of Sargon II (Letter to the 

God) which was read out to the people of the city of Ashur.” In it were 

described, with a keen eye to detail, the ingenious water works, the 

methods of horse-training, and the coronation practices. Thus an 

Assyrian was reluctant to have a foreigner as a son-in-law, but he was 

willing to learn from him and tolerate him. Indeed, Assyrians could 

afford to tolerate foreigners, since they ruled most of those they knew. 

Family and class were mainstays of Assyrian society, but another 

significant social unit was the community, be it city or village. There 

were four major cities, Ashur, Calah, Arba’il and Nineveh, and a number 

of lesser centres such as Kurba’il, Tarbi?u, and Kalizi. Calculation of 

population figures for the major urban centres is difficult, but one study 

has suggested that Calah contained about 63,000 people while Nineveh, 

which covered an area twice the size of that of Calah, contained about 

120,000.20 The city streets were narrow and dark, being flanked by the 

blank walls of houses which had all their openings (apart from the street 

entrance) facing into an enclosed courtyard. The inhabitants were 

conscious of themselves both as citizens of Assyria proper and as citizens 

of a particular city. The term ‘city’ is used to translate the Assyrian alu 

and a much smaller social unit, a ‘village’ {kapru), existed as well. The 

villages were scattered throughout Assyria and contained the dwellings 

of the local farmers and officials. Often one or more villages with their 

agricultural lands belonged to a large land-owner, whose holdings might 

be scattered over a wide area. Virtually nothing is known of the way of 

life of the population of ancient Assyria outside the city walls, and thus it 

is impossible to say whether the upper classes lived entirely in cities or 

whether some of them were landed gentry who spent at least part of their 

time on their estates. 

Whatever social problems existed in Assyria, they were not suffi- 

'®A 557, i6fv. A 3) II, §§15^78. See A 195. 20^66,43-9. 
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ciently serious to cause social unrest. There was never a Peasants’ Rising, 

for example, and the revolutions which shook the throne from time to 

time were palace affairs with no direct bearing on the majority of the 

population. The poor - widows, orphans, and cripples — were regarded 

as a corporate responsibility, and everyone from the king down was 

expected to protect and support those who lacked families to do this for 

them. Prostitution seems to have been an accepted but limited phenome¬ 

non in society, and drunkenness was known but frowned upon. Crimes 

of violence, including murder and the vendettas they sparked, are rarely 

mentioned in our documentation and theft was not a serious problem. In 

general the picture we have is of a stable, secure, rather spartan society in 

which men, other than the priests and scribes, engaged in the vigorous 

exercise of manual labour, arms, and hunting, while the women minded 

the children and the home. The steadying force was the community, the 

tribe, and especially the family. 

IV. LAW 

The ultimate legal authority in Assyria was the king, but in practice 

judicial powers were exercised by the bureaucracy. The legal system was 

an integral part of the administrative structure and not, as developed in 

Western civilization, a separate institution with its own officers and a 

code of laws to enforce. In passing one may note that the ‘Middle 

Assyrian Laws’ (cf. CAH n^.z, 475!) were more literary than legal 

documents and, in any case, bear little relation to legal theory or practice 

in the first millennium. The law of the land was custom and precedent, 

and the occasional legal disputes which could not be settled by the people 

directly involved were adjudicated by administrative officials. Since 

most of our knowledge of Neo-Assyrian law is derived from the 

everyday legal documents which have survived, it is as well to describe 

these first. 

Neo-Assyrian legal documents have been recently analysed by J. N. 

Postgate, and the following description relies heavily upon his excellent 

treatment.21 A ‘legal document’ is the record of a transaction between 

two or more parties, including the names of witnesses, the scribe, and the 

date. A common feature of such texts is the inclusion of seal impressions 

as proof that those who impressed their seals upon the tablet subscribed 

to the statements therein. If an individual was too poor to own a seal, be 

it cylinder seal or stamp seal, he pressed his fingernail into the moist clay, 

and it was duly recorded on the tablet that this was the mark of the 

relevant person. Not infrequently tablets were enclosed in a case or 

2* A 105, 1—72. 
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envelope of clay and a version of the transaction was written on this 

cover and duly sealed. There were also legal documents written in 

Aramaic on parchment or papyrus, and, although these have all 

perished, the bullae (lumps of clay with brief notes in Assyrian) which 

were squeezed over the cord binding them are known. 

There are four general types of legal documents: conveyances, 

contracts, receipts, and court documents. The term ‘conveyance’ covers 

all texts which record the transfer of property, and most of these are, 

therefore, sale documents, although rentals, marriages, adoptions, and 

inheritance also come under this general heading. Sale documents 

concerned only the transfer of people and real estate; and sales of any 

other property, such as crops or animals, did not require a legal record or 

‘deed’. Provision was made in the conveyances against future litigation, 

and while the normal penalty for instigating a false claim was a heavy 

fine, occasionally some bizarre penalties were prescribed. Thus the guilty 

party might be required to present a number of white horses to a god, to 

burn his eldest son, or even to swallow an enormous amount of wool! 

The inclusion of such curious penalties was a mere formality, for there is 

no evidence that they were ever enforced. In the case of sales of people 

the seller is customarily required to guarantee the slaves against illness 

for one hundred days and against any litigation involving the slave at any 

time in the future. 

Contracts involve an obligation on one party in favour of another 

(‘bond’ is the technical term) and thus cover all kinds of loans and 

promissory notes. The amount of the debt might be stated in kind or in 

terms of silver or copper as the standard of exchange, although 

frequently the sum did not actually change hands at that point. Indeed, 

‘true loans’ were not all that common and most debts were incurred in a 

variety of ways, such as inability to pay rent, or crop failure. Interest, 

when stipulated, was very high (interest rates of more than loo per cent 

per annum are attested), but frequently the creditor took a pledge, fields 

or people, from the debtor and made use of the pledge for the period of 

the debt in lieu of interest (an ‘antichretic’ loan). When the debt was paid, 

the tablet upon which the contract was inscribed was smashed, thus 

effectively destroying all evidence that such an obligation existed. On 

occasion, however, it was necessary to have concrete proof that the 

obligation had been met, and so a receipt, another type of legal 

document, was drawn up. This did not happen very often and few 

receipts are known. Similarly there are few of the last type of legal texts, 

the court documents, since disputes were normally handled privately. 

Despite their small number, however, these court documents are of 

special interest, since they provide an insight into the manner in which 

legal arguments were settled on a formal basis. 
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There were no law courts and certainly no court houses in ancient 

Assyria, but parties who were involved in a dispute which they were 

unable to resolve by themselves could go before a high administrative 

official to seek a settlement. Appeal was made normally only to certain 

officials, the ‘mayor’ {ha;(annu), the ‘chief justice’ {sartennu), and the 

‘vizier’ {sukallu), although in some instances another high official (for 

example, the ‘steward’, abarakku) might be asked. They could act singly 

or in a group of two or more. If the official or officials could not come to a 

decision, the disputants were sent to the ordeal. The little which is 

known about the ordeal in Neo-Assyrian times can be stated briefly: 

under the supervision of appointed officers the litigants would declare 

their respective claims orally before the god and the ultimate verdict 

would be pronounced by the god. How the deity came to a decision and 

announced it is unknown. The ordeal was the final court of appeal and 

the decision binding. It is interesting that there is no record of an appeal 

being made to the king in such cases, for in other administrative realms 

an Assyrian subject could apply directly to the monarch. 

The entire proceedings of the judicial settlement, whether an ordeal 

was involved or not, were recorded, together with the names of the 

participants and witnesses and the ultimate decision. The settlement 

usually called for the imposition of a payment or fine on one party, since 

most such disputes concerned the ownership of property. Among the 

settlements known to us there are no examples of litigation stretching 

over long periods of time, in contrast to Babylonia, and this may be a 

reflection of the greater political stability in Assyria. 

Cases involving bodily injury and murder were normally settled by 

private agreement or vendetta. Prisons existed and there are recorded 

instances of people claiming to have been kept in jail for many years but 

these, on the whole, seem to have been political prisoners. It is not clear 

whether people were ever incarcerated by the state for legal infractions, 

although it was possible for an individual forcibly to detain a person who 

had wronged him, until he had been redressed either privately or in a 

judicial case. 

The Assyrian legal system changed little over the centuries, being 

impervious to foreign influence and the stresses brought to bear by 

imperialistic expansion. It was, then, another steadying influence in 

Assyrian civilization. 

V. THE ECONOMY 

The economic structure of Assyria was considerably transformed by the 

evolution of the state into an imperial power; it will be the aim of this 

section not only to analyse the structure which evolved but also to 
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highlight features of it which are relevant to the fall of the empire. Given 

that the economic system was gradually altered, it is necessary to 

consider separately the economy in the two areas, the Assyrian heartland 

and the empire. In Assyria proper the economic base was agriculture, 

animal husbandry, and trade. All three of these activities were practised 

from ancient times, since they were natural pursuits in an area with the 

geographic features of the Assyrian heartland. 

The southern border of this area, where the city state of Ashur was 

located, coincided with the southern limit of dependable annual rainfall, 

so that Assyria’s meadows could be cultivated with considerably more 

ease and profit than those farther south in Babylonia, where artificial 

irrigation was vital. The position of the city of Ashur, at the point where 

the Jebel Hamrin fades into the Jezirah, was also significant for trade, 

since it was a strategic point for crossing the Tigris on the east—west 

trade route as well as being on the north-south route along the Tigris. 

The inhabitants of the Assyrian heartland were compelled to trade from 

earliest times because, apart from the produce of their fertile land and 

some stone for building in the north, the area had no natural resources. 

This statement seems ludicrous today, since one of the world’s great 

oilfields is located on the very edge of the ancient Assyrian heartland. 

The main cereal grown was barley although other grains, such as 

wheat and emmer, were known. Barley was used for bread, sesame was 

grown for oil, and flax for linen. While the beer brewed from barley was 

the staple drink, vineyards produced wine, the supply of which was 

augmented from immediately adjacent areas in the mountains. Orchards 

and gardens yielded fruit, nuts, leeks, onions, and cress. The most 

common animals bred were cattle, sheep, goats, donkeys, mules, and 

various kinds of fowl such as ducks. The fowls produced eggs, the goats 

provided milk, with its by-products of butter and cheese, and the sheep 

were raised for wool. Cattle, donkeys, and mules were used as draught 

animals and beasts of burden. On special occasions an animal was 

slaughtered for its meat and hide. The shepherd worked on a contract 

basis, whereby he paid the owner a fixed portion of the flock’s yield and 

kept the remainder. In the Neo-Assyrian period all animals were subject 

to a state tax. 

In theory all land belonged to the god, represented by the crown, 

while in practice the state owned only a certain portion, the remainder 

being held by the temples, wealthy families, and private individuals. In 

addition to outright private possession, land could be held under an 

arrangement called ilku. By this method, the client had the use of the land 

in return for performing state service, both civil (road building, canal 

repairs, and so on) and military. It should be noted that a few scholars 

believe the ilku was not associated with land tenure but simply with the 
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fact of being an Assyrian; however, most believe that originally the ilku 
was applicable only to land-holding and by Neo-Assyrian times the 
proportion of the population not working on the land had increased to 
such a point that it was necessary to impose ilku on citizens throughout 
the state. The more important and wealthy were allowed to make 
payments in lieu of service, and in the case of large estates where was 
involved the owner was expected to produce a certain number of men for 
ilku and would not himself perform the service. The absence of an ilku 
obligation on a piece of land was an asset and was duly noted in sale 
documents. It is unknown what proportion of the entire land area of the 
state was held under ilku, but all cultivated areas, whether subject to ilku 
or not, were assessed a grain and straw tax (Jibiu u nusahj). 

As for trade, because of lack of natural resources the list of imports 
was extensive and included metals, timber, precious stones, ivory, 
horses, camels, wine, aromatics, and possibly silk from China.22 The 
principal export was manufactured goods, particularly textiles, but of 
equal importance with the export of goods was the fact that Assyria was a 
crossroads for major trade routes, including those to and from Babylonia 
and the Persian Gulf In practice trade was conducted not by the 
Assyrians themselves but by Aramaeans, Phoenicians, and Arabs, to 
name some, and this fact accounts for the lack of cuneiform documen¬ 
tation on trade. The state reaped profits from the trade through the 
imposition of customs duties (quay tax, gate tax, and so on) and through 
the indirect benefits of a thriving economy. 

Crafts in Assyria were conducted in the palace and possibly also in the 
temples and large estates. Before Neo-Assyrian times the crown issued 
raw materials to the craftsmen and they returned all finished products to 
the crown, their subsistence being provided extra. But in Neo-Assyrian 
times the craftsmen worked on a contract basis, whereby they repaid the 
crown for the raw materials in other forms, not necessarily in manufac¬ 
tured goods, and kept a certain portion of the raw materials as 
commission. 

Going beyond the confines of Assyria proper, the economy of the 
areas ruled varied according to local conditions, but the empire profited 
from each and every one of them by the receipt of tax and tribute. Taxes 
were imposed upon the provinces proper, while tribute was collected 
from the regimes which were under obligation to Assyria by treaty. Both 
taxes and tribute were rendered in kind and included exotic imports as 
well as the animals which were used to support local administration and 
armies. Tribute was paid annually at an appointed time, when the 
representatives of each government paraded before the Assyrian king 

22 A 697, 25 2f. 
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with their contributions borne in state. On this occasion the Assyrians 

required the ambassadors to renew their treaty oaths {adu) on behalf of 

their rulers. Bulky items, such as grain and animals, were delivered to an 

Assyrian centre close by rather than being brought to the capital. 

Tribute came under the direct jurisdiction of the crown, regardless of 

where it was deposited, while taxes in the provinces were collected by the 

local governor and his bureaucracy. The ilku and the grain and straw 

taxes mentioned earlier also applied to the provinces but, of course, not 

to the vassal states. In addition, in the provinces there were agents 

{musarkisu) directly responsible to the king who gathered horses and 

raised levies of troops for the royal armies. The booty taken on foreign 

campaigns consisted of luxury items and became the property of the 

palace to dispose of at will. Some was kept but some was distributed to 

the temples, to provincial governors, and to the nobility. 

The leading economic institution in the state was the palace, but it did 

not have a monopoly, for industry and commerce were conducted by the 

large estates and by smaller units and individuals. The temples still had 

independent revenues from their land, but the increase in their size in the 

Neo-Assyrian period had made them dependent upon royal favour in the 

form of transferred taxes, iikM, and a portion of the booty, in order to 

survive economically. It was possible, as noted in Section II above, for a 

man and his family slowly to build a fortune by acquiring land and its 

revenue through skilful management and clever transactions. 

The standard of exchange in business deals was silver or copper, both 

being used contemporaneously, but copper being more common in the 

eighth century and silver in the seventh century. The metal was only a 

standard and did not actually change hands except in the few instances 

where it was the substance involved. This is in contrast to Babylonia in a 

later period, where regular statements about the form and quality of the 

metal indicate that it did change hands. There is no clear evidence that 

coinage was used in Assyria. Of equal importance with a standard of 

exchange was a standard of weights and measures, and it is commonly 

stated in the documentation which standard was being followed, both 

the ‘mina of Carchemish’ and the ‘royal mina’ being in common use. 

Official weights, of stone or metal in the shape of ducks or lions and with 

a cuneiform label indicating weight and royal name (where applicable), 

were available for checking and some of these have been recovered in 

modern times. A careful account was kept of business transactions and 

hundreds of administrative tablets, mainly from palaces, have been 

recovered. The main types of documents represented are debenture lists, 

credit lists, inventories, accounts, tax assessments, census lists, and notes 

and memoranda of all kinds. 

Prices fluctuated according to supply and demand, and there is no 
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suggestion that the state ever fixed or controlled prices. A fitting 

illustration of this is Ashurbanipal’s boast that he brought back so many 

camels from his Arabian campaigns that the price of camels in Assyria 

plummeted to a ridiculously small sum.23 Given the nature of our 

sources, we cannot assess the standard of living in the Assyrian empire, 

although it is clear that it would have fluctuated with the fortunes of the 

state as a whole, and there is every indication that the upper classes 

enjoyed many exotic luxuries during the great days of Assyrian power. It 

is equally apparent that in such a highly centralized system the outlying 

regions of the empire were relatively economically depressed areas. 

This last observation leads to some concluding remarks on the 

problems and weaknesses in the Assyrian economy. The concentration 

of supplies and wealth in the large cities gave great strength and 

authority to the crown, a necessary adjunct to a political structure based 

on royal absolutism, but, as Postgate has pointed out, it meant that 

Assyria was vulnerable to disruptions of supplies from its outlying 

regions and these regions were, in addition, deprived of their internal 

viability and strength.Garelli has suggested that there is evidence of 

increasing inflation with the devaluation of silver brought about by the 

large quantities of that precious substance flowing into Assyria.^s 

Another problem was the continual increase in the number of people not 

directly engaged in food production, members of the state bureaucracy 

and most of the urban dwellers. As early as the reign of Tiglath-pileser I 

(i 114-1076 B.c.) Assyrian kings were expanding the area of land under 

cultivation and forcibly transporting peoples to work on it, in order to 

supply food for this growing segment of the population. Such a process 

could not go on indefinitely. 

While the expansion of the Assyrian empire in its initial phases 

stimulated the economy by bringing a great deal of wealth and 

manpower under the sway of the Assyrian state, the stimulus could not 

have permanent effects without some major readjustments to the 

economic structure. Conquered regions could produce only so much, 

even with the best will in the world, and the inhabitants of these areas 

were naturally reluctant to work hard only to see the greater portion of 

the fruits of their labours carted off to a foreign country. They were 

hesitant to engage vigorously in foreign trade under Assyrian eyes since 

the more wealthy they became the more attractive their assets were to 

Assyria’s covetous eyes. The Assyrian state’s only answer to apathy and 

resistance was to use the iron fist, and it never occurred to the crown to 

replace this heavy-handed technique with attempts to encourage local 

initiative and industry. Assyria’s view of the economy of the empire was 

^ A 344, 76f ix 46-9. 24 A 464, 200-2. 25 ^ 23, 273—5. 
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simplistic: the ruled territories were there to supply the central state with 

as much wealth and labour as could be squeezed out of them, and no 

thought was given to long-range schemes and profits. Here lies one of 

the basic flaws in the Assyrian imperial structure, a flaw which would 

reappear in subsequent empires formed after the Assyrian model. 

VI. WARFARE 

The chief occupation of the Assyrian king and state was warfare. All 

other interests were subordinate to this central concern and over the 

centuries Assyria developed military expertise far surpassing that of any 

other contemporary nation. A supplement to knowledge gleaned from 

contemporary sources is provided by the fact that the armies of the 

succeeding Oriental powers, the Babylonian and Persian, were in many 

respects modelled after the Assyrian, so that information generally 

applicable to Assyrian warfare can be gained from Greek accounts of the 

Persians during their wars with the Greeks in the fifth century b.c. 

Developments and changes were taking place in Assyrian armed might 

throughout her history, but the reign of Tiglath-pileser III must be 

highlighted, since this king was responsible for a number of alterations 

and improvements including, it would seem, the organization of a 

proper standing army. 

The Assyrian army in the Sargonid period had a potential magnitude 

of several hundreds of thousands of troops, although a call-up of the 

entire force for a campaign was extremely rare. Supreme command of the 

army rested with the king and, immediately under him, the ‘field 

marshal’ {turtanu). The army was divided into units of various sizes and 

types; but the basic division was the ‘company’ {kisru) of fifty men under 

a ‘captain’ {rab kisri or rab hjinle) and this unit was in turn broken down 

into files of ten men. An officer carried a mace as a symbol of his 

authority. 

The majority of the troops were infantry and these were supported by 

chariotry, cavalry, and engineers. The common weapons of the footmen 

were the spear, bow, sling, dagger, sword, mace, and battle-axe, and they 

carried shields of various types. Among the infantry units were special 

groups of archers, each archer with a bow as tall as himself and carrying 

his own quiver. The archer was accompanied by a spearman and 

protected by an enormous shield carried by a third man. Chariot types 

varied over the centuries, but they were essentially two-wheeled with an 

open back and drawn by one or more horses. In the ninth century b.c. 

each vehicle had a driver and an archer, and later one or two shield- 

bearers were added. The bow used was smaller than that employed by 

the foot archer, as was the bow of the cavalry. 
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The cavalryman had, besides the bow, a short sword, and in the ninth 

century he was usually accompanied by a second mounted man with a 

shield who protected the archer and held his horse’s reins when he shot. 

In the later period this companion disappeared. The engineering units 

consisted of men who operated and maintained the siege engines, a 

subject to which we shall return in a moment. Whether or not these units 

also included men who performed the other special tasks of siege 

operations (such as scaling and sapping) is not clear, nor do we know 

who was specifically responsible for the mechanics of crossing rivers and 

making roads. If possible rivers were forded but, when necessary, 

timbers were stretched across or pontoon bridges of rafts constructed. 

Sometimes troops and horses swam across, the men with the assistance 

of inflated goatskins, while equipment and supplies were ferried over on 

rafts floated on goatskins. In mountainous terrain new paths were 

hacked out as required by pick men, and old paths widened and 

improved. 

The clothing of troops in battle was protective, the lower orders 

wearing leather and the higher ranks scale armour. Professional Assyrian 

soldiers wore pointed helmets in battle, while in peace they replaced 

them with braided headbands. Provincial troops wore native dress. In 

the reliefs soldiers are portrayed as smartly and uniformly dressed; and 

the stalwart figures give the impression that they were highly discip¬ 

lined, the orderly ranks suggesting that parade ground drill was not 

unknown. These representations may, however, be idealistic. 

Originally troops were raised under ilku and were required only for 

limited periods of time during the year. Veterans were settled in military 

colonies in newly acquired territory. As Assyria’s foreign expansion was 

stepped up, more troops were required and even an extension of ilku 

beyond land-holding arrangements could no longer satisfy this demand, 

particularly with the creation of a standing army. Eventually there came 

to be three kinds of soldier, the permanent professional, the man 

fulfilling his ilku obligation, and the extraordinary soldier called up for a 

specific campaign. 

The levying of troops was the primary responsibility of the captains, 

each of whom had a certain number of villages under his command, and 

the captains were in turn responsible to the provincial governor. By the 

Sargonid age there was also a standing army which was under the direct 

authority of the king, no doubt created as a counter-balance to the 

potential misuse of military power by the provincial governors. The 

king also had his own bodyguard of infantry and cavalry. The troops 

recruited within Assyria proper were spread around the empire as much 

as possible, since they were the most loyal, and they constituted the 

chariotry and cavalry divisions. The infantry consisted largely of 

foreigners, mainly Aramaeans. Some foreign groups became specialized 
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units. For example, the Ituaeans, an Aramaic people, were entrusted 

with special tasks such as escort duty throughout the empire. 

Garrisons and barracks were scattered over the empire, but the 

military headquarters was a massive armoury in the Assyrian capital. 

Here was stationed a large portion of the troops, animals, and equipment 

of the standing army, and there were, in addition, royal apartments for 

the king to occupy when he wished. At each New Year there was a grand 

inspection at the armoury when the king reviewed his troops and their 

equipment. The architecture of the armoury is known since that at Calah 

in the ninth century. Fort Shalmaneser, was excavated in recent years; 

that at Nineveh, the ekal malarti or ekal kutalli, is still known only from 

descriptions in royal inscriptions. 

In Assyria’s early days warfare was conducted sporadically, in the 

form of quick raids, but by the Neo-Assyrian period the institution of 

annual campaigns of longer duration was well established. The king, in 

theory, personally led the yearly campaign but in practice he did not 

always do so, nor, in fact, did a campaign actually take place every year, 

but royal annals and eponym chronicles usually assumed that they did. 

The motives and aims of the campaigns were multiple and complex 

involving, as they did, economic greed, the imperialistic idea, national 

pride, the egotism of the Assyrian monarch, and religious fervour, and it 

is reasonably apparent that there was a long-range policy behind them, a 

policy which altered from reign to reign. 

A campaign normally started in the spring, as soon as the rains of 

winter were past, and the beginning was a great occasion. The core of the 

army was gathered at the starting point, which was not necessarily the 

capital, where the monarch inspected the troops and the priests and 

diviners performed the customary rites. As the army marched off it was 

preceded by the standards, accompanied by the priests and diviners, and 

the king with his bodyguard. These were followed in order by the 

chariotry, cavalry, infantry, and the impedimenta. Further levies would 

be picked up at gathering points in the regions of the empire through 

which the army marched on its way to the frontier. When the army set 

out it carried some food supplies, mainly barley, which were issued in 

daily rations, but it lived mainly off the land and this determined the 

routes followed. In each territory it traversed the local governor or ruler 

was required to provide sustenance as long as the army was within his 

territory. If, as happened occasionally, the duration of a campaign 

stretched over a year, the army would normally wait out the winter in a 

suitable camping spot. At the successful conclusion of a campaign the 

hostages and booty were paraded through the streets of the Assyrian 

capital. The king was driven in state in his ceremonial chariot with the 

conquered princes and nobles plodding in chains behind him. 

Assyrian military strategy involved pitched battles, siege warfare, and 
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psychological warfare. The Assyrians did not use guerrilla methods, 

apart from the occasional ambush, although their enemies sometimes did 

with success. Being a land-locked nation it depended upon foreign 

sailors, usually Phoenicians, when a navy was required. In open battles 

most of the fighting was hand-to-hand combat by the infantry, under fire 

cover from the archers, chariotry, and cavalry. Special tactics known 

were midnight attacks, damming rivers to flood the enemy camp, and 

taking a position which cut the enemy off from his water supply. A 

central aim in all battles was the enemy’s leader and the signal of victory 

was his death, flight, or surrender. This being so, a lightning attack led 

by the king and his bodyguard on the enemy commander in the midst of 

the foray was a proven tactic. 

Siege warfare became a highly specialized technique in the Neo- 

Assyrian period and many of the skills developed by the Assyrians were 

subsequently adopted, improved upon, and expanded by later imperial 

powers including the Romans. Against the moats and ramparts of the 

well-fortified garrisons the Assyrian engineers brought a variety of 

engines and skills. There were the enclosed battering rams on wheels, in 

effect primitive tanks, with archers ensconced in turrets on top to pick 

off defenders on the wall who would attempt to burn the machine with 

torches or dislodge the battering rams with ‘wolves’, looped chains 

lowered from the walls. As for scaling techniques, in addition to using 

ladders, earthen ramps were sometimes heaped up against the wall for 

battering rams to roll up and demolish the upper defences and allow the 

infantry to rush up and over. The Assyrians also used sappers to burrow 

under or through the walls and fires were set with torches at wooden 

gates. Engineers engaged in these various activities were under constant 

threat from the defenders who shot arrows and spears at them, dropped 

rocks and scalding liquid. Cover was provided by the archers who took 

up strategic positions with their shield-bearers. 

If the initial attempts at taking a city by siege failed, the Assyrians 

usually withdrew, but not before ravaging the surrounding countryside, 

burning and destroying crops, trees and houses. Only on occasion would 

they settle down for a long siege. When they did this, they stationed 

small groups of men in redoubts and siege towers near the wall, 

particularly near the gates, in order to prevent any traffic in or out of the 

city and to warn of any planned sortie from the gates. Once ensconced, 

the Assyrians were willing to wait many months or even a year or more, 

until the starved inhabitants capitulated. 

But siege warfare was a prolonged and costly business and even 

pitched battles could not be indulged in too frequently, so that the 

Assyrians preferred psychological warfare. They used a variety of tactics 

to persuade the people of target areas to surrender without resistance, 

these tactics involving initial overtures of peace. One such method was 
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to surround a city and then have one or more high-ranking Assyrian 

officers stand near the walls to address the population, presenting 

arguments why they should disobey their leaders and open the gates. 

This tactic was employed at the siege of Babylon during the reign of 

Tiglath-pileser III and at the siege of Jerusalem in the time of Senna¬ 

cherib. If the enemy resisted peaceful overtures, then Assyria’s tactics 

changed dramatically. One or more groups of cities were singled out for 

a major onslaught, be it pitched battle or siege, and once they were 

defeated the population was horribly mutilated and slaughtered, while 

their houses and towns were torn down and burnt. The skins of flayed 

people were prominently displayed and corpses erected on stakes on the 

spot as gruesome testimony to what the Assyrians could do. Surround¬ 

ing people, once they heard of these acts, commonly surrendered to the 

Assyrian army without further resistance; indeed there were campaigns 

which met no hostilities, so widely had Assyrian terror spread. This 

‘calculated frightfulness’ or psychological warfare is what has won the 

Assyrians such a notorious reputation in world history. The practice was 

extremely effective, and it is important to remember that the terror was 

selective. While an Assyrian king boasts of wholesale slaughter and 

devastation, in practice only certain pockets of resistance were subjected 

to this treatment. 

Another tactic which was employed selectively and for which Assyria 

also became notorious was the transportation of people. Populations of a 

given region were uprooted and moved to areas completely foreign to 

them, where they were forced to settle and work. The reasons for this 

were to provide labour on major building projects, such as a new palace, 

or to develop uncultivated land and increase the food supply. But an 

equally important administrative and military reason was to remove 

particularly rebellious groups from their home territory, thereby depriv¬ 

ing them of their effectiveness, and also presenting an admonitory 

example to other potential rebels. 

Assyrian warfare was supremely successful, witness the great empire it 

won and maintained, and the collapse of that empire cannot be attributed 

to any major advance in military techniques on the part of Assyria’s 

conquerors, the Medes and Babylonians. If there was any weakness at all 

in the Assyrian fighting arm it was the increasing dependence upon 

foreign troops rather than native militias, but this was a relatively 

unimportant factor in fight of the more substantial political and 

economic forces which caused the collapse. 

VII. THE HUNT 

A common recreation of a warlike people is hunting and the Assyrians 

were no exception to this rule. Already in the Middle Assyrian period the 
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pursuit and killing of animals as sport was a popular royal pastime, and 

this continued into the Neo-Assyrian era, when the royal hunt developed 

into a national institution similar in many respects to the annual 

campaign. Indeed in the reign of Ashurbanipal the lion hunt was 

performed, as we know from the reliefs and their captions, with great 

attention to organization and ceremony and was staged in such a way 

that the general populace could watch as the king despatched one lion 

after another. The end of the hunt was celebrated by a religious 

ceremony, for the gods Ninurta and Palil were patron deities of the hunt. 

Any wild creature, bird, beast, or fish, was fair game for an Assyrian 

royal hunt but those which presented the greatest challenge were 

preferred. Most commonly chased were the elephant, lion, and wild bull 

which at that time roved the Syrian steppes, a favourite hunting ground 

for Assyrian kings. Beasts were also captured alive and brought back to 

Assyria to be released at will for the purposes of a hunt. Assyrian interest 

in wild beasts was not confined to killing, however, for kings collected 

animals and kept them in zoological gardens and exotic creatures such as 

apes were prized as pets. Wild animals were hunted in a variety of ways, 

pursued from a chariot, stalked on foot, surprised in ambush, and 

stampeded towards the hunting party by battue. Most of our information 

about the hunt concerns the king’s exploits, but presumably Assyrian 

males in general pursued this pastime both for enjoyment and for the 

maintenance of their military skills. The uncontrolled slaughter of 

animals in Syria by the Assyrians led to the elephant becoming extinct in 

that area in antiquity. 

VIII. RELIGION 

Any account of Assyrian religion is necessarily a discussion of the great 

state cults, since we have much information about them, whereas very 

little is known about the reUgious beliefs and practices of the individual 

Assyrian. Polytheism and cult are salient features of the religion of 

Assyria although, on the highest level at least, there were not nearly so 

many gods as there were in Babylonia. The reason for this is that deities 

in both civilizations were associated with cities, and the Babylonian plain 

had many more large urban centres than Assyria, where one finds only 

Ashur, with the god of the same name, Nineveh and Arba^il, each with 

Ishtar, and Calah with Ninurta. In addition, there was Shamash, the sun- 

god, Adad the storm-god, and Sin, the moon-god, who was also the 

tutelary deity of the provincial city of Harran, which played an 

interesting role in the latter days of the Assyrian empire. 

Ashur was the king of gods, a reflection of the ancient beginnings of 

Assyria in the city state of Ashur. He was the official god of the Assyrian 
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nation, all of which belonged to him, and he appointed the Assyrian 

monarch as his vice-regent to rule on his behalf. The king attributed all 

his accomphshments, and especially his military victories, to the god 

Ashur, for not only his authority but his intelligence and resources were 

granted to him by divine favour. Ashur ruled the gods, mankind, and the 

universe as sovereign, lord, father, creator, sage, and warrior, these 

being the general categories into which his epithets fall. He was not a 

deity of the people at large and his presence was manifest only on state 

occasions and in official documents. 

Ninurta was the first-born son of Ashur and was the god of warfare 

and hunting. There was a shrine dedicated to him at Ashur but Calah was 

his chief centre, at least from the time of Ashurnasirpal II. The goddess 

Ishtar combined two main spheres of activity, battle and love, and she 

was the tutelary deity of two cities, Nineveh and Arba^il, as well as being 

highly revered in Ashur; our sources regularly speak of ‘Ishtar of 

Nineveh’, ‘Ishtar of Arba’il’, and ‘Assyrian Ishtar’. Ninurta, Ishtar, 

Shamash, Adad, and Sin all had counterparts of the same name in 

Babylonian religion where, thanks to extensive Babylonian literature, 

their activities are much more widely attested than are those of Ashur. 

While the figure of Ashur appears static and austere, like that of an 

Assyrian king, the personalities of the other chief Assyrian deities are 

quite colourful. All of these deities, with the exception of Ishtar, are 

males, and while each of them had a spouse, her role was so subordinate 

that she was rarely mentioned, a reflection of the male-oriented nature of 

Assyrian society. Ishtar is the only exception, and her importance goes 

back to prehistoric times at Nineveh before Assyrian domination. 

Babylonian influence on Assyrian religion was immense, and this may 

be aptly illustrated at the outset by noting the penetration of three 

Babylonian deities, Ellil, Marduk, and Nabu into Assyria. Ellil appeared 

first, as early as the reign of Shamshi-Adad I (1813—1781 b.c.), and 

eventually came to be virtually identical with Ashur, who assumed his 

epithets including the name Ellil itself. Evidence for the cult of Marduk 

in the city of Ashur appears in the fourteenth century b.c. and Marduk’s 

popularity among Assyrians grew apace thereafter. Nabu’s presence in 

Assyria came to the fore in the ninth century b.c., when great temples 

were built in his honour in Assyrian cities. 

Babylonian influence was not confined to the gods worshipped but 

stretched out to the rehgious rites as well. Most ceremonies and in 

particular the Akitu seem to have been affected by Babylonian ideas and 

practices. This was all part and parcel of the continuous cultural 

penetration of Babylonian civihzation into Assyria. There were 

attempts, however, to reject this influence. In the reign of Sennacherib 

Marduk’s supreme position in the pantheon was challenged, as noted in a 
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previous chapter (see above, p. 119), and his name was replaced by 

Ashur’s name in some Assyrian copies of the Babylonian ‘Poem of 

Creation’ {enuma elif). 

Cult was a characteristic of Assyrian religion, as mentioned earlier, 

and the centre of the cult was the temple and the divine statue. The 

temple was a monumental building with a central shrine, where the cult 

image stood, several lesser chapels, and a multitude of rooms and 

corridors. Cities normally had a number of temples, the chief being the 

temple of the tutelary deity, and a given temple could include, besides the 

central shrine, any number of ancillary chapels dedicated to deities who 

nevertheless might have their own temple elsewhere. Thus, for example, 

the temple of Ashur at Ashur, Ekhursaggalkurkurra, embraced shrines 

dedicated to, among others, Ninurta and Dagan. The same deity might 

have a temple in more than one city, such as Nabu, who had temples in 

both Calah and Nineveh. While a god normally shared his temple with 

his spouse, occasionally two male deities were equally honoured by a 

temple; at Ashur there was the temple of An and Adad and the temple of 

Sin and Shamash. 

A temple was a self-contained community with its own hierarchy of 

personnel and its own economic resources, although in the Neo- 

Assyrian period it began to lose control over its own affairs as it became 

more dependent upon royal benefits. The head of the temple was the 

‘(chief) priest’ (Jangu), who was responsible to the king as the represent¬ 

ative on earth of Ashur, king of the gods. In theory the king’s presence 

was in heavy demand, for his participation was required in large 

numbers of religious celebrations; in practice, however, substitution was 

possible and necessary since the monarch had so many other demands on 

his time. Under the (chief) priest was a variety of priests who were 

responsible for the various rites and activities of the temple. The temple 

personnel also included artisans, scribes, kitchen staff, and domestic 

servants. 

Traditionally the temple derived its income from land which it owned, 

but in the Neo-Assyrian period this income was supplemented by royal 

benefits in the form of offerings in perpetuity, of which there were 

different types, and extraordinary gifts granted on special occasions, 

such as a portion of the booty after a successful campaign. Renovation or 

expansion of the temple building was done under the authority of and at 

the expense of the crown. Thus the Assyrian cult by the Neo-Assyrian 

period depended very much on royal favour and loss of that favour 

meant serious depletion of revenue and gradual deterioration of the 

temple building itself. Relations between palace and temple were not all 

one-sided, however, for the king depended upon the priests for advice 

and assistance in religious matters. Given the pervasive presence of 
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religion in Assyrian society, this was a highly influential position for the 

priests. They told the king when he must fast, when he must be present 

to participate in a religious ceremony, when he might travel, and so on. 

That this is not just theory is illustrated by letters of the Sargonid period 

wherein matters of this kind are commonly discussed with the monarch. 

Of all the religious ceremonies in the Assyrian calendar by far the most 

important was the Akitu, which could be celebrated at any time of the 

year, although one thinks of it as a New Year’s festival. Much of the 

ceremony was performed in the Akitu temple, there being one in each 

major Assyrian city. According to ancient custom this structure was 

outside the city walls, but by the reign of Sennacherib it had been moved 

inside the walls and Sennacherib decreed a return to the old ways. The 

ritual involved an elaborate procession and a great banquet {takultu) of 

considerable ceremony, wherein the king’s right to rule for another year 

was granted by the god and his princes and nobles renewed their loyalty 

oaths to him. Little is known about the other Assyrian rituals apart from 

some of their names and fragments of their ceremonies. The care of the 

gods, their feeding and washing, involved frequent rites but none of 

these has survived in written form. 

The official Assyrian attitude towards foreign gods and cults was one 

of tolerance, and Assyria did not attempt to impose upon conquered 

peoples the worship of Ashur or of any other Assyrian deity. They did, 

however, carry off divine statues and emblems of conquered peoples; but 

these were regarded as hostages, similar to the young nobles taken into 

exile, and were returned when Assyria was assured that the people would 

remain loyal to them. Thus, for example, Esarhaddon returned to the 

Arab sheikh Hazael the statues of his gods captured by Sennacherib. Far 

from suppressing local cults of conquered people, the Assyrian king 

sometimes presented them with offerings and sponsored building work 

for them. 

The extent to which the individual Assyrian, apart from temple and 

court personnel, would have been involved in the religious life of the 

cults was probably minimal. Presumably crowds gathered to watch the 

great processions which took place in connexion with such a ceremony 

as the Akitu, but unauthorized people were not allowed into the temple. 

There is no direct information about how an individual Assyrian 

satisfied his religious needs, for what textual information we have 

regarding personal gods, magic, and incantations is Babylonian in 

origin. These texts were kept, however, in the Assyrian libraries, and so 

the picture we have of popular religion in Babylonia may be generally 

valid for Assyria. 

Related to religion is the matter of divination. Every Assyrian 

believed that the gods communicated their plans through various signs 
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and it was up to mankind to learn to read such signs. These omens were 

presented through different media, such as smoke patterns or deformed 

animal or human births. In the Neo-Assyrian period the two most 

common types of divination were astrology and extispicy. A massive 

literature developed explaining the multitude of signs which might 

appear, and this documentation represents the beginning of science, for 

the whole foundation of ancient Mesopotamian divination depended 

upon accurate observation of natural phenomena. Thus, if one ignores 

the interpretations, one has a mine of accurate scientific information on 

the movements of heavenly bodies in the case of astrology, or on the 

physiology of animals in the case of extispicy. 

But of course this was not the intent of the diviners, whose profession 

was dedicated to predicting the future. While all Assyrians believed in 

their art and would avail themselves of it if possible, it was practised in its 

most elaborate form only by the court, which could maintain a whole 

school of diviners. The mechanics of prognostication can best be 

illustrated by extispicy, for which we have relevant records from the 

reigns of Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal, as mentioned in a preceding 

chapter (see above, p. 122). When the king wished to undertake a major 

enterprise such as a royal campaign, his scribes and diviners would 

outline the details of the proposal in an ‘oracle request’, of which many 

on clay tablets have survived. This request was then presented to the 

gods of extispicy, Shamash and Adad, accompanied by the appropriate 

ritual, and one or more lambs were sacrificially slaughtered. The entrails 

of the carcase were minutely examined according to the dictates of the 

diviner’s profession and ominous features duly noted. These features 

were multitudinous but centred upon the liver and lungs, of which the 

ancient Assyrians had intimate knowledge, and for every deformity and 

discolouration a special meaning was recorded in their reference works. 

As the diviners performed their post mortem all the significant signs were 

noted on a clay tablet and the interpretation added. Interpretations took 

a variety of forms but essentially had three meanings, ‘good’, ‘bad’, or 

‘confused’. At the end of the examination a total was made of the number 

of each kind of interpretations and an opinion expressed as to whether or 

not the proposal was auspicious. A record of the entire examination and 

the result was sent back to the king as an ‘oracle response’. 

Astrological procedures were quite different from those of extispicy, 

for, rather than being induced, the astrological signs could only be 

observed as they happened to occur and interpreted accordingly. 

Astrological observers were stationed throughout Assyria and Babylo¬ 

nia and every night they watched the heavens, carefully writing down 

what they saw. Over the centuries the diviners developed such expertise 

that they had plotted the paths of many heavenly bodies with minute 
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accuracy and could predict various phenomena, including the possibility 

of lunar eclipses. Events such as an eclipse were ominous and thus when 

a lunar eclipse was forecast during the reign of Esarhaddon, as we have 

seen (see above p. 137) it caused a great deal of consternation, for it was 

interpreted to mean that the king would die. Esarhaddon’s extreme 

reaction is perhaps not typical of the extent to which the Assyrian 

monarch was subject to the dictates of divination, but there is no 

question that every Assyrian, king or commoner, had great regard for 

prognostication. 

IX. LIBRARIES 

Literature and learning were highly prized in Assyria, where libraries 

existed as early as Middle Assyrian times. These libraries contained 

largely Babylonian texts, for the Assyrians, while they admired literary 

talent in others, were not themselves commonly inspired by the muse. 

There were, of course, Assyrian scribes and these occasionally put forth 

literary efforts, such as the Epic of Tukulti-Ninurta I, but such works are 

notable for their scarcity. The idea of a library was imported from 

Babylonia and serious acquisition of Babylonian written lore in Assyria 

probably began with the sack of Babylon by Tukulti-Ninurta I (1243- 

1207), and libraries were developed over the centuries at the different 

Assyrian cities. The assiduity with which Assyrian kings sought Babylo¬ 

nian writings for their libraries is illustrated by a royal letter, probably 

from Ashurbanipal, in which the monarch instructs his agents in 

Babylonia: ‘Collect every last tablet in their establishments and all the 

tablets which are in Ezida! Gather together the entirety of... [a long list 

of text types] and send them to me.... If you see any tablet which I have 

not mentioned and it is fitting for my palace . . . send it to me!’^^ 

Nabu, as god of the scribal craft, was the patron deity of the libraries, 

which were commonly called, at least in the temples, ‘Ezida’ after the 

name of Nabu’s shrine in his city of Borsippa. Indeed the term ‘library’ 

may be misleading, since so little is known about these collections and 

nothing about the physical arrangements, staffing, and purpose of the 

depositories in which they were stored. They are collections of large 

numbers of compositions of literary, learned and religious content and 

the tablets in such collections are distinguishable from everyday docu¬ 

ments by the extra care with which they are written, the inclusion of 

colophons, the better quality of clay, and often the size and shape of the 

tablet. 

There were probably many libraries in ancient Assyria, in palaces. 

^ CT 22 no. 1. See a 88 iv, 212-15. See also a 508. 
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temples, and houses of the wealthy, but to date there is firm evidence 

about only a few of them. A library, commonly called the Library of 

Tiglath-pileser I because so many texts in it can be dated to his reign, was 

found in the Ashur temple at Ashur. This collection probably had 

ancient antecedents, almost certainly as early as the reign of Ashur- 

uballit I (1363-1328), and there was no doubt a continuation of it in later 

centuries. Another, smaller collection of library tablets was found in 

Ashur dating from the reign of Sargon II (721-705).The library of the 

Nabu temple at Calah, uncovered recently, was presumably created in 

the ninth century b.c. when Ashurnasirpal II made Calah a great city. 

Another fairly recent discovery has been the library at Khuzirina 

(Sultantepe), which dates to the Sargonid period. Since Khuzirina was 

only a minor provincial town, this find indicates that libraries were much 

more widely scattered through the Assyrian empire than one would have 

imagined. But the greatest of all libraries were those developed at 

Nineveh by the Sargonid kings, among which that of Ashurbanipal has 

principally and justly become famous. 

The libraries at Nineveh are both the best known and the largest, and 

they serve as an example of what a library should contain and in what 

proportion. It is impossible to give an accurate statement of the numbers 

of tablets because of the broken and incomplete state of the recovered 

material. A. Leo Oppenheim estimated that originally there were about 

fifteen hundred tablets, and, although the discovery in recent years of 

many more uncatalogued fragments in the British Museum will push 

that figure higher, Oppenheim’s calculations with regard to the propor¬ 

tions are probably still valid.He concluded that the greatest portion of 

library tablets were prognostic texts and the next largest group were 

lexical works. In decreasing size there followed religious texts, scientific 

texts, and literary compositions. Modern man’s knowledge of both 

Babylonian and Assyrian culture is still largely based upon the tablets in 

these collections, and full credit must be given to the Assyrians for 

valuing, seeking out, and preserving such a treasury of literature and 

learning. 

Cf. A 225, 147 and n. 25, 28 A 45, i6f. 
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CHAPTER 27 

BABYLONIA 605-539 b.c. 

D. J. WISEMAN 

I. THE DEFEAT OF EGYPT 

The so-called ‘Chaldaean’ dynasty of Babylon inaugurated by Nabopo- 

lassar has also been designated the dynasty of Bit-Yakin or the Third 

Dynasty of the Sealand. It was not, however, the first occasion the 

southern tribes had dominated the whole of southern Iraq, for Nebu- 

chadrezEar I, Eriba-Marduk, and Marduk-apla-iddina II had each, for a 

time, united the leading families against their more powerful northern 

neighbours. Nabopolassar, aware of the dangers of any lack of central 

control, followed up the unity shown against their former enemy Assyria 

with a new alliance with the Medes before taking bis army further afield. 

The treaty arrangements were perhaps intended also to guard the eastern 

frontier of Babylonia, and were sealed by the marriage of Nabopolassar’s 

eldest son to Amytis of Media.' At an early stage Nabopolassar began 

renovation work on the palace, ziggurat, and walls of Babylon to make 

the city of Babylon the capital of the newly independent state.^ His son 

Nabu-kudurri-u§ur (Nebuchadrezzar, Biblical Nebuchadnezzar, classi¬ 

cal Nabuchodonosor, ‘O Nabu, protect my lineage’) was present at the 

foundation ceremonies and soon thereafter was proclaimed ‘the chief 

son, the crown prince’.^ Since there was no principle of dynastic 

succession in Babylonia, the king by this means indicated his wish and 

brought the crown prince into public affairs. They were together in 

operations near Harran before the king departed from the field, more 

from the need to have a responsible member of the ruling family in 

Babylon than necessarily because of the king’s ill-health or old age, as 

Berossus later surmised.'* Meanwhile the prince led his own army into 

the mountains of Za[mua],5 seizing forts, setting them on fire and 

gaining much loot from a three-month campaign, the aim of which 

might have been to thwart incursions from Elamite territory. Then, 

while his father marched to Kimuhu (Samsat) on the upper Euphrates, 

' A 7, 25—6. 2 ^ 60—) no- I. 3 a 856, 62—3 ii 71 — iii 3. 

* Quoted in Jos. Contra Apionem 1.155-6 (a 7, 26; a 626, 389 §135-6). 

5 A 789, 29 (reading Za[manij); a 932, 64-5. 
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setting up garrisons against expected Egyptian attacks, Nebuchadrezzar 

remained at home. If he were the author of a letter reporting the king’s 

earher operations with the Medes in the Harran area, he was active in 

raising support from the temple authorities for these operations.*' The 

Babylonian Chronicle affords a precise and reliable source for the major 

events until 594/3.’ The Egyptians soon retaliated, besieging the 

Babylonians who were garrisoning Kimuhu, thus preventing their use 

of Carchemish as a forward base, and pressing the Babylonians to 

withdraw from Quramati and posts further south on the Euphrates. 

In 605 B.C. Nebuchadrezzar took personal command of the whole 

army and marched direct to Carchemish, where the Egyptians had fallen 

back from Quramati. Near his objective he crossed to the west bank to 

cut the Egyptians off from their direct line of retreat and force them out 

to battle. The tactic worked and a contest ensued in which the retreating 

Egpytians were completely overwhelmed. Those who escaped were 

overtaken in the Hamath area and ‘not a single man escaped to his own 

country’.® If the primary aim was the annihilation of Necho’s forces this 

was successfully brought about in the victory in August, enabling the 

Babylonian king to impose his hold swiftly over the former Assyrian 

provinces and vassal territories in the west. Sensitive opinion there, as in 

Judah, advocated submission (Jer. 25: 1-14; 36: 29; 46: 1-12). These 

operations were notable for the presence of Greek mercenaries on both 

sides, attested by finds from Carchemish,’ pottery evidence from a fort at 

Mesad Hashavyahu on the Mediterranean coast,’® and the statements 

about Antimenidas, brother of Alcaeus, fighting for Nebuchadrezzar.” 

As far as the Egyptian border, hostages were taken as pledges to the new 

regime, among them Daniel and his companions from Judah.’® 

II. Nebuchadrezzar’s campaigns in the west 

Nebuchadrezzar, as crown prince, was still in the west when, according 

to the Babylonian Chronicle, Nabopolassar died in his twenty-first 

regnal year (8/V/605). Berossus records that when Nebuchadrezzar 

shortly after heard the news, 

he arranged affairs in Egypt and the remaining territory. He ordered some of his 
friends to bring the Jewish, Phoenician, Syrian, and Egyptian prisoners 
together with the bulk of the army and the rest of the booty to Babylon. He 
himself set out with a few companions and reached Babylon by crossing the 
desert.’^ 

^ A 941,12-13. ’ A 25,99-102; A 932, 64-75. “4932,68:7. 

’ A 942 I, 128 and pi. 24. '0 A 791, 149. ■' A 802, 22; A 882. 

A 938, 336 (possibly in 603/2 b.c.). 

o Quoted in Jos. Contra Apionem 1.136-7 (a 7, 27; a 626, 389 §i 37). 
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This rings true, for he reached Babylon in less than two weeks and ‘sat on 
the royal throne’ on i/vi/605. The phrase imphes that he took it in his 
own right and was supported by the agreement of the leading tribes and 
palace officials. There is no basis for the view that the date of the 
succession was made retrospective,*"* for documents were dated in 
Babylon by his accession within twelve days.*5 Nor is there any 
indication of schism following the introduction of the new regime, for 
Nebuchadrezzar was sufficiently confident of his position to return to 
Syria (Khatti) almost immediately. If the procedures adopted for the 
coronation of Nabopolassar were used, the new appointment may have 
involved a double ceremony within the palace and before an assembly of 
the princes and palace officials who made their loyalty oaths outside for 
public acclamation.*® In Khatti the Chronicles record Nebuchadrezzar’s 
intentions almost annually for the next ten years; ‘he marched about 
victoriously’, an expression implying the regular enforcement of law and 
order in the dominions he had inherited from his father rather than 
specific military mopping-up operations.*^ In his first year this required a 
six months’ absence during which ‘all the rulers of Khatti came before 
him and he received their heavy tribute’. Among these was Jehoiakim of 
Judah who entered into a vassalage he was to keep for three years.*® 
Ashkelon presumably refused to pay tribute, for its king was captured 
and thereafter Babylon reinforced key places to the south such as Arad 
(level VII) to thwart any possible Egyptian response. Judah was allowed 
to reinforce its own southern border and thereafter ‘the king of Egypt 
did not march out of his country again because the king of Babylon had 
taken all his territory, from the Wadi of Egypt (Nahal Musur) to the 
Euphrates River’ (II Kings 24: 7). 

Opposition in the west was, however, not fully overcome, for in the 
following year the Babylonians had to call up stronger military forces 
and siege equipment for use against an unknown city.*** A seventh- 
century Aramaic letter found at Saqqara is an appeal from one Adon to 
his overlord in Egypt for help, since Babylonian forces had reached 
Afek.20 Their ultimate target is not specified and has been variously 
judged to be Gaza, Ekron, Ashdod, Lachish, or even Sidon or Tyre.2* 
Nebuchadrezzar sought to ehminate pro-Egyptian support in the coastal 
cities, and ‘the hostile alien king’ named in his Wadi Brissa and Nahr el- 
Kelb inscriptions could well have been a dependent of the pharaoh from 
whom he took timber in the Lebanon for his works in Babylon during 
these early expeditions there.22 

A 922, lOJ n. 28a. >5 ^ J2, 16 26, 78—86; A 798; A 799. 

A 941, 21-2. II Ki. 23: 56—24: I. A 25, 100: 15-20; A 952, 68: 15—20. 

•9 A 25, 100: 21-2; A 932, 70-1 21-2; A 941, 24-5. 20 A 823. 

2* Gaza: a 920, 87-8; a 863. Ekron: b 269, 43—5. Ashdod: b 501, 229 n. 21. Lachish: a 885,5 5-6. 

Sidon or Tyre: a 859, 239; a 941, 24-9. 22 ^ 928. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



l-J. BABYLONIA 605-539 232 

During 6oi b.c. the Babylonian garrisons in Khatti were reinforced, 

but towards the end of the year word reached them that Necho II had 

called out his army. In the month of Kislimu (December) Nebuchadre2- 

zar took personal command of the Babylonian army, which clashed with 

the enemy south west of Pelusium on the road from Egypt to Gaza. In an 

open battle, favourable for the manoeuvring of chariots, cavalry, and 

archers, both sides ‘inflicted a major defeat on each other’. Losses were 

so heavy that the Babylonians had to devote the whole of the next year to 

re-equipment and retraining at home.23 Though the Egyptians may have 

penetrated as far as Gaza,2‘' the battle effectively ended any Saite control 

by land in Asia. Jehoiakim of Judah interpreted the outcome as 

favourable to Egypt and abrogated the ties imposed by Babylon. The 

Babylonian response was to march yet again to Syria and from the 

garrison base at Hamath and Riblah to begin a series of raids against the 

Arabs to the south east in order to safeguard their flank when they later 

moved south.25 Soon thereafter the Babylonians encouraged Ara- 

maeans,26 Moabites and Ammonites to raid across Judah’s borders (II 

Ki. 24:2). This was probably a holding operation until due punishment 

could be meted out, and it depended for its efficacy on the response to the 

recently invoked loyalty oaths imposed on these tribes. Retribution was 

not long delayed, for in his seventh year Nebuchadrezzar called out his 

army, marched to Khatti and besieged the city of Judah. ‘On the second 

day of Adar he captured the city and seized its king. He appointed there a 

ruler of his own choice, took heavy tribute and sent it back to Babylon.’22 

The Babylonian Chronicle makes it clear that Jerusalem was the planned 

target, though there seems hardly sufficient time for the action to have 

been initiated as a reaction to Jehoiakim’s death a month before 

departure. The insertion of a precise date for the capture of Jerusalem 

(15/16 March 597 b.c.) indicates the importance of this event in 

Babylonian eyes. Similarly the appointment of Mattaniah (Zedekiah) as 

regent to replace the captured Jehoiachin shows the desire to have a 

member of the ruling house subservient to Babylon on oath while the 

existing head of state was taken off hostage with his immediate family for 

the victory celebrations. Their presence in Babylon and dependence on 

the palace there is attested by ration lists dated to 592-569 found in the 

southern citadel, naming ‘Ya^ukln king of Judah’.2* The heavy tribute 

taken included the temple vessels which were to be dedicated to Marduk 

in Babylon (II Chron. 36; 10; Daniel i; 1—2; 5: 2). While Jehoiachin’s 

23 A 932, 70: r. 7. See below, pp. 398 and 717. 

2^ Known to the Egyptians as kdt, to Herodotus (ii. 159) as Kadytis; a 859, 257-8. 

25 Jer. 49: 28-33. A 25, loi: 9-10; a 941, 30-1. 

26 A 941, 31; rather than read Edomites (Jer. 55: 11, Peshitta); cf. A 79 5. 

2’ A 25, 102: 11-13; A 932, 72-3: 11-13. 28 A 923, 925-6; cf. Ezekiel 17: 12. 
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submission appears to have saved Judah from the severest destruction, 

its subordination to Babylon marked a watershed in the affairs of Judah, 

which was destined to be dominated by foreign powers, with but a few 

years’ respite, for the next fourteen centuries. 

In his eighth year (597—596) Nebuchadrezzar made a sortie as far as 

Carchemish, from where he ordered affairs in Syria for a month before 

returning home. In the following year a new threat arose from the hill 

people to the east, perhaps Elam, later claimed as subjects by Cyrus.2’ 

Alternatively the enemy may have lain further to the north west where 

the Babylonians included Marhashi in their dominions.20 The Babylo¬ 

nian army encamped on the bank of the Tigris a day’s march from the 

enemy, whose king panicked and turned home. This may have been part 

of a co-ordinated action in support of dissident groups, for in the next 

year (595—594) ‘numerous leading officials’ took part in a rebellion in 

Babylonia which lasted a month before it was suppressed, the leader 

being captured by Nebuchadrezzar personally.2' Some light on this is 

afforded by the account of the confiscation and disposal of the property 

of Babu-aha-iddina, son of Nabu-ahhe-bullit, following a summary trial 

in which he was found guilty of breaking his official loyalty oath and so 

was condemned to death.22 His father had been granted lands near 

Borsippa by Nabopolassar, so he could have been one of a group of 

landed gentry whose rise in opposition contributed to the Jews Ahab 

ben Kolayah and Zedekiah ben Ma’aseyah seeing a possible end to their 

exile at that time (Jer. 29: 21-2). If the disturbances were widespread 

they may have lain behind Nebuchadrezzar’s later reference to the time 

when people ‘devoured one another like dogs and the strong robbed the 

weak’, which led to his inaugurating legal reforms and taking action 

against corruption.22 Nebuchadrezzar gained the upper hand, for within 

a few months he was again with his forces in Syria to receive the tribute 

brought him once more by vassals and officials there. The extant 

Babylonian Chronicle for this reign finishes after the note that in 594/j 

the army was mustered once more for operations in Khatti. This could 

have been a reaction to the elevation of a new pharaoh Psammetichus II 

to the throne in Egypt. 

III. THE FALL OF JERUSALEM 

Zedekiah of Judah now became the focus of opposition to Babylon by 

the city states in the west. Despite warnings from the pro-Babylonian 

elements, for whom the prophet Jeremiah was spokesman, he sum- 

^ A 26, 25, 32-3 ii 17-24. 30 A 854, 2. 3* A 23. 86: 29. 

33 A 924, 1-j; cf. I Ki. 21: 1-16 for confiscation of a traitor’s property. 33 ^ ii 2_j 
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moned representatives from Tyre and Sidon, Edom, Moab, and Ammon 

to Jerusalem (Jer. 27: i—11). Significantly none came from the coastal 

cities of Philistia, which was still influenced by Egypt. Lacking internal 

historical sources it can only be surmised that this action provoked 

Nebuchadrezzar. Once again subordinate states were encouraged to 

exert pressure on Judah, for there was an Edomite threat when a border 

post, Ramat-Negeb, and Arad fell about this time.^ The Babylonians 

began large-scale siege operations against Jerusalem on the tenth of 

TebetinZedekiah’sninthyear(IIKi. 25: i; Jer. 39: i). Judah’s appeal to 

the new pharaoh Apries led only to a modest response by a small force, 

whose approach caused the besiegers but a temporary diversion a year 

after they had initiated the siege by building circum valla ting walls (Jer. 

37: 5).^^ This appeal to the Egyptians may have been undertaken by one 

Koriah, possibly the Judaean army commander, named in the Lachish 

ostraca.^® Jerusalem itself was initially surrounded by a number of 

defensive watch-posts from which smoke or fire signals passing between 

Lachish and Azekah and as far north as Khirbet et-Twein could be 

observed. The Babylonians drew the net tighter with an inner siege wall 

and were able to breach the northern wall on the ninth of Tammuz; they 

sacked the city and the temple in the following month (2 5 August 5 87 by 

the Nisan-year dating);^’ the interval is perhaps attributable to pro¬ 

tracted negotiations, for there is no sure evidence that the final outcome 

resulted from starvation (II Ki. 25: 2—10). Zedekiah’s attempted escape 

through the Royal Gardens to the east could have been made during the 

parleying. Archaeological evidence from the City of David (stratum ioa) 

shows total destruction of buildings and a fierce conflagration which 

consumed the wooden parts of houses. The contents are marked by large 

quantities of weapons but no human remains. The collapse of structures 

on the east slope seems to have followed their abandonment during the 

following winter.38 Except to the north in the territory of Benjamin, 

cities and villages elsewhere in Judah were destroyed, among them 

Ramat Rahel (V), Lachish (II), Gezer (V), Tell el-Hesi (VII/VI), Arad 

(VI), and En-gedi (V).39 At the earlier capture of the city, in 597 b.c., the 

Babylonians had removed numerous leaders, fighting personnel, crafts¬ 

men, and artisans; fewer captives were taken at this time."*® The majority 

of the survivors fled into the hills, while the poorer peasants were left to 

maintain the royal estates north of the city and around Tell Beit Mirsim, 

which supplied wine to Babylon. The estates were under ‘Eliakim, 

^ B 17, 46—9, 149—51, no. 24. 

35 Cf. Ezekiel 17: 15-17; Jos. yW. x.108-10; a 859. See below, pp. 718 and 725. 

36 A 832, 480; A 862, 151. 

37 A 941, 56-7; Malamat (a 862,150—5) and others follow the Tishri New Year dating for the fall 

on 15 August 586 B.c. 38 ^ ^ 29. 39 ^ g^^. ^ ^,g 

^ II Ki. 24: 14 (10,000 in 597 B.C.); cf. Jer. 52: 28 (5,023 in 597 b.c.), 29 (832 in 587 b.c.). 
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assistant of Jehoiachin’, whose seal impression on jars may imply a 

reorganized tax system in this area.'*' Mizpah (Tell en-Nasbeh) was 

chosen as the headquarters of Gedaliah, the Babylonian nominee for the 

governorship of Judah, either because of its proximity to the loyal 

provincial capital of Samaria or because it lay in the virtually untouched 

zone between Jerusalem and Bethel. Smaller settlements in the Negeb 

and Shephelah borderlands seem to have been left intact.'*2 Seal impres¬ 

sions of a number of dispersed Judaean bureaucrats, including those of 

the king’s son, Jerahmeel, and Berahiah (Baruch) the scribe, show that 

influential persons were among the survivors left in the land.*3 Any 

attempt to regain control by supporters of the old royal house was 

dashed after the assassination of Gedaliah and the Babylonian garrison. 

In 582 B.c. the Babylonian Imperial Guard under Nabuzaradan carried 

off a further 745 Judaeans (Jer. 5 2: jo) and even this last small measure of 

Judaean independence came to an end. This punitive expedition also 

ended the independence of Ammon, whose ruler Baahs harboured the 

murderers from Judah, and of Moab, allowing Edomites under Naba¬ 

tean pressure to infiltrate into southern Judah. 

Meanwhile, further north, at his main base at Riblah where he 

punished Zedekiah by slaying his sons in front of him and then putting 

out his eyes, Nebuchadrezzar was pressing the siege of Tyre. Since this 

operation lasted, according to Menander of Ephesus, for thirteen years it 

could have been one of containment rather than of continuous deter¬ 

mined attack. Josephus {Contra Apionem 1.15 6) dates the commencement 

of the siege to Nebuchadrezzar’s seventh year (the Babylonian Chronicle 

makes no reference to it), and its duration as running for thirteen years 

during the reign of Ethba’^al. The dates of Ethba'^al III are disputed, and 

the majority opinion makes the siege fall in the reign of Ba'^al II, c. 5 87— 

5 72 B.c. Certainly Tyre was under Babylonian jurisdiction in Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar’s fortieth year, when a contract dated there (assuming it to be the 

same Surru) implies that it came within the province of Kadesh 

governed by Milki-eteri.'** Further afield Nebuchadrezzar also claimed 

to control lands from Hume and Piriddu (Cilicia) and Luddu (Lydia) in 

the north west to Egypt in the south west. This claim appears to be 

justified, since the king, or his representative Nabonidus, called Labyne- 

tos by Herodotus (1.74), was a mediator and witness, with Syennesis of 

Cilicia, in the pact between the Medes and Lydia made after their battle 

by the river Halys had ended following a solar eclipse on 28 May 585. 

The former Assyrian provinces in Cilicia thus appear to have been 

incorporated into the Neo-Babylonian empire, and subsequent ope¬ 

rations there by Neriglissar confirm this.'’^ 

B 20, 77-106. ^2 B 16, 409—10. A 795. 

^ A 941, 27-9; on the contract from $urni see a 8i ja, 142. « See p. 244 below. 
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The claim that Nebuchadrezzar invaded Egypt itself rests mainly on 

Old Testament references, which imply an attack on Egyptian temples in 

Heliopolis (On) and Tahpanhes (Tell Defenna) (Jer. 43: 8—13). No 

inscriptions of this reign have yet been found in Egypt.'*^ A fragmentary 

Babylonian text with a hymnic preface refers to Nebuchadrezzar’s thirty- 

seventh year and may indicate a campaign against Amasis in 568/7. Its 

precise genre is uncertain, and though it mentions marching to do battle 

with Egypt, the objectives, including Putu-Yaman and ‘remote territor¬ 

ies amid the sea’, are uncertain.'*'^ Megasthenes, in a text preserved by 

Abydenus and Eusebius,'** later refers to a Babylonian invasion of Libya 

and even Iberia, but this could be a confusion with the campaign by 

Cyrus. The Babylonian fragment may be part of a list of foreign 

mercenaries in Babylonian service. In his so-called ‘Court List’,'*^ 

Nebuchadrezzar claimed that the kings of Tyre, Gaza, Sidon, Arvad, 

Ashdod and Mir . . . (and probably others whose titles are now lost, 

including the Kings of Judah and Ashkelon who are known to have been 

in Babylon at the time), had participated in a ceremony marking some 

major restoration work there, possibly the opening of the new royal 

palace. Thus his claim to have ruled ‘from the Upper to the Lower seas’ 

(the Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf) was no mere traditional 

formula. In less than thirty years he had taken over an ‘empire’ larger 

than that lost by the last major king of Assyria, Ashurbanipal, and had 

reordered his provincial system of government with supporting mea¬ 

sures to enforce law and order. Largely because of the Biblical narratives, 

Nebuchadrezzar came to be remembered in the West, through later 

Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek and Arabic traditions, as the tyrant who 

destroyed Jerusalem. Nevertheless, at home, he was traditionally the 

king who rebuilt Babylon as the dynastic capital and enriched it by the 

taxes and tribute he brought in from every quarter and by the skill of the 

labourers he directed there. 

IV. THE REBUILDING OF BABYLON 

Building inscriptions from this reign are abundant but can rarely be 

assigned chronologically. They give an overall view of intense activity in 

Babylon and in twelve other major cities. In Babylon they supplement 

the Topography of Babylon, a composition from the time of Nebuchadrez¬ 

zar I later recopied to list the names of the city quarters, temples and cult 

places, 180 wayside shtines, streets, walls and gates — all part of the plan 

to make the city glorious.Nebuchadrezzar first repaired the Euphrates 

river wall and quay to receive building supplies and to protect the low- 

^ A 941, 39. ^7 A 903, 238; A 952, 94-5. A 889, 78-9. 

■*9 A 762, 282-94; A 941, 75. 50 A gjj; A 856; A 840. 
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Fig. 11. Plan of Babylon in the time of Nebuchadrezzar 11. (After a 694, 148, fig. too.) 

lying areas from the annual inundation. This enabled work to be 

resumed on the ziggurat and the southern citadel, where he resided in the 

east wing of the palace used by his father while his own residence to the 

west was built, for he had no royal residence elsewhere and designed this 

to become ‘a building for the admiration of my people, a place of union 

for the land, and the seat of my royal authority’.^' This was elaborately 

roofed using cedars from Lebanon, adorned with enamelled brickwork 

and with doors and gates of cedar as well as furnishings decorated with 

gold, silver, bronze and ivory. His predecessors, he claimed, had had 

their palaces where they pleased and ‘only for the New Year festival came 

to Babylon to please Marduk’.^z Since his aim was to use the capital to 

unite the tribes, he built law courts and central administrative buildings. 

To the west of his palace he built up a massive bund on the riverside; its 

stepped platform supported a pavilion and private quarters. On its steep 

A 8j6, 136-7 no. 15 vii 36-9. a 856, 114—15 no. 14 i 44-9. 
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terraces leading down to the river, rather than at the more easterly 

location of the so-called ‘Vaulted Building’ as commonly supposed, he 

constructed his royal (‘hanging’) gardens, said to be for his queen’s 

pleasure to remind her of her mountainous homeland.Work on the 

sacred Processional Street - Ay-ibur-shabu, ‘May the arrogant not 

flourish’ — included paving with breccia from the A.kitu house through 

the Ishtar gateway, south to the Etemenanki and making a raised 

highway to cross the refurbished Libil-hegalla canal. Like Sennacherib, 

Nebuchadrezzar was interested in hydraulics; he paid particular atten¬ 

tion to water supplies and drainage within the city and the use of canals as 

defences outside the double city walls, the outer Imgur-Enlil and the 

inner Nemet-Enlil. He was later conscious of the threat from the Medes 

and Elam to the north and east, and constructed a defensive wall 

(Xenophon’s ‘Median Wall’) between the Euphrates and the Tigris 

north of Sippar and near Opis, now traced at Habl as-Sahr.^'* East of the 

city an outer defence wall formed an enclosure with the city walls, into 

which the surrounding population could retreat in time of need. The 

new retaining wall on the banks of the Euphrates enabled the ziggurat 

reconstruction to be completed, together with the adjacent Ekua chapel 

in Marduk’s Esagila temple, now strengthened. This and the shrines of 

Zarpanitu and Nabu (Ezida) were overlaid with gold.®^ The painted 

Nabu-§a-hare temple west of the Processional Street appears to have 

functioned also as a training school for priests and scribes, to judge from 

texts found there.Similar public works were carried out in Borsippa 

which at this time was almost a suburb of Babylon. Its outer and city 

walls, great gate. Processional Street, Ezida temple (on two fagades) and 

surrounding cloisters, and the ziggurat (Euriminanki) were renovated, 

as was the Etilla shrine of Gula in thankfulness for restoration after 

illness. Sippar was given a clean water supply and the temples of 

Shamash (Ebarra) and Ninkarrak (Eulla) repaired. In Ur, Sin’s temple 

(Egishshirgal) was rebuilt, as was Eanna of Ishtar in Uruk, both always a 

concern of the ruling house, which had estates there. Due attention was 

paid also to the needs of Cutha, Dilbat, Marad, Kish, and Bas, and all 

their temples were supplied with regular offerings. At the major cult 

centres the temple administration was changed to include a royal 

representative as trustee alongside the traditional governing councils. 

Records show that the royal family paid their annual dues in gold, silver, 

livestock, and other commodities. Rich and elaborate garments for the 

statues of deities were in part paid for from the tithe or tax on temple 

income collected by a state financial agent allocated to the temple. 

A 812; A 940, 139-41. 54 ^ gjQ. Cf ^ 55 A 836, 90-1 no. 9 i 29—40. 

56 A 807, I 24. 57 A 81 5, 5 6-7. 
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Although the Babylonians could have seen the first coinage, if it was 

minted in Lydia c. 640 b.c. (see CAH iv^ 455), any imports on an 

extensive scale were, Uke internal transactions, currently paid for in 

silver as bars, rods or wire, weighed out. 

The extent and impact of this public construction work is seen from 

the estimate of 164 million bricks made for the outer northern defence 

wall alone and at least as many for work in the city itself. This involved 

not merely the full effort of prisoners of war but also local labour 

brought in from outside Babylon throughout the reign, and this would 

have added to growing dissent during a long reign. Tax and call-up 

corvee service in Babylon and Borsippa excluded notables and state 

officials, but this privilege {kidinnu) appears to have been limited to those 

associated with the palaces and temples. Thus the speciahst foreign 

labour attested in texts at this time was especially valuable. Among them 

were shipwrights from Tyre, woodworkers from By bios and Arvad, and 

Egyptians working at a boat-house; this may support the tradition that a 

new harbour was established by Nebuchadrezzar at Teredon on the 

Persian Gulf, perhaps to counter Necho II’s Red Sea navy.^s Ionian 

Greek and other workers employed in the decoration of the royal palaces 

have left little or no evidence that the designs they executed were other 

than local styles. When not at work on royal projects the foreign workers 

were settled in their own ethnic communities around Nippur and 
Uruk.59 

v. Nebuchadrezzar’s character 

The Babylonian texts present the king uniformly as an efficient military 

leader and firm administrator. The Daniel tradition stresses his interest 

in the Babylonian scribal and priestly arts, susceptible to religious 

influences yet dominant over his court officials. The antiquities in the 

‘museum’ assembled in his northern palace can be attributed in the main 

to him.^° His royal inscriptions are, moreover, marked by an absence of 

military stance despite the use of traditional epithets, and they emphasize 

moral qualities. Nebuchadrezzar includes some unusual phrases to 

describe his devotion to the god Marduk.^’ The portrayal of the king in a 

unique propaganda document^^ gg ‘king of justice’ shows him to have 

been also a reformer on the classical lines familiar from the days of 

Urukagina and the better Hebrew kings. He claims to have taken the side 

of the weak, poor, crippled, and widowed against oppressors, enabling 

them to win a just hearing of their cases. He suppressed bribery and 

‘ceaselessly worked to please the great lord god Marduk and for the 

“ A 84J, 27lf: A 923. 927-52. 59 A 94,, 76-8; A 946. 60 ^ 8}8; A 94I, 65. 
A 856, 122-5 M j 25—32 and 55 H i. ^ gj^ 
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betterment of all peoples and the settling of the land of Babylonia . . 

Improved city regulations were enforced in the new law courts. The 

citation of samples of the cases he judged was a traditional way, as in the 

laws of Hammurabi, of enhancing his position as ‘wise’ in response to his 

divine calling to office.*^ The document gives a true glimpse of ‘the 

spiritual revival which accompanied the final burst of Babylonian 

glory’.^ In contrast, a fragmentary epic-historical text shows an intros¬ 

pective side to his nature in that he considered his life to be of no value, 

could be angry and even sick enough to leave Babylonia for a time.^^ 

This too may have been reflected in the Daniel narratives of his illness. 

Yet, despite constant pressures, he held firmly all the territories he had 

inherited and subsequently gained and was able to pass these on intact, 

leaving Babylonian prestige at its highest point after a forty-year reign. 

VI. INTERNAL RIVALRIES 

It has been assumed that, since the last contract dated by Nebuchadrez¬ 

zar’s forty-third regnal year was written at Uruk (8 October 562) and the 

first to be dated by his son and successor Amel-Marduk was written that 

same day, Nebuchadrezzar died early in October.*'’ However, two 

contracts dated to the previous August—September by Amel-Marduk 

could reflect a period of co-regency,*'^ while another dated 15/V/45 (29 

August 562) but with an unusual formula, ‘the goddess of Uruk, king of 

Babylon’, if not a scribal error, might mean that Nebuchadrezzar died 

somewhat earlier, and that a cautious scribe in a time of disturbance 

following the king’s death waited to see who his successor would be.*® 

Later tradition supposed that Amel-Marduk acted as regent during his 

father’s illness and that there was confusion at the time of a handover to a 

successor.*^ Any hiatus was of short duration, for the same contract 

datings show that Amel-Marduk was acknowledged as king in all the 

major Babylonian cities by mid-October.™ He may be identified with the 

unnamed royal prince conducting business affairs in 5 70 b.c. It seems 

likely that Nebuchadrezzar would have acted to continue the process of 

hereditary succession, and his son is listed in the Uruk king list as 

reigning for two years.’' Berossus considered Amel-Marduk to have 

‘managed affairs in a lawless and outrageous fashion’, and for this he was 

assassinated. A fragmentary historical epic attributed to his reign 

mentions a Babylonian (king) who gave arbitrary orders and refused to 

listen to the words of a counsellor, whose attention was not devoted 

towards promoting the welfare of Esagila and Babylon, who showed no 

63 A 937, 9—10. 64 ^ ^ 65 A 26, 87-92; A 941, 102. 66 ^ gyy^ j2. 

67 A 887, 5, 90, 106. 68 A ^26, Xix, no. 9: 16-18. 69 ^ ggy^ 26. 

70 A 941, 1130. 182; Cf. A 887, 3. A 44, 566; A 887, 3. 
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love to son and daughter and in the end undertook an act of penance 

before Marduk. Though this appears to describe Amel-Marduk, of 

whom a daughter Indu, but no son, is named, it could apply to 

Nebuchadrezzar in a time of decline. 

Building inscriptions indicate limited repair work in Babylon during 

this short reign, with continuing dedications to the Marduk cult. There 

is no evidence yet of any incipient religious schisms which would spill 

over into civil strife.Nq military operations are recorded and the king’s 

attention was upon internal affairs.^'* In his first year Amel-Marduk 

celebrated the New Year festival in Babylon, and this was possibly the 

occasion when 

in the thirty-seventh year of the exile of Jehoiachin king of Judah, in the year 
Evil-Merodach became king of Babylon, he released Jehoiachin from prison on 

the twenty-fifth day of the twelfth month. He spoke kindly to him and gave him 
a seat of honour higher than those of the other kings who were with him in 
Babylon (Jer. 52: 31-2). 

Later tradition, in contrast to the anti-Nebuchadrezzar feelings engen¬ 

dered by the sack of Jerusalem, viewed this act as a deliberate reversal by 

Amel-Marduk of his father’s policy, though such deeds of clemency on 

accession are known. The royal house of Judah was not yet restored to 

its own land. 

The economic situation now begins to show signs of strain after the 

years of heavy state expenditure on building enterprises, yet throughout 

this reign some leading individuals consolidated their acquisition of land 

and other property. Neriglissar (Nergal-sharra-usur, Biblical Nergal- 

sharezer), a leading official under Nebuchadrezzar and his rab mag during 

his western campaigns, was an increasingly active land-owner and 

business man from 598 onwards. He now bought up property of the 

bankrupt Nabu-apla-iddin of the Nur-Sin family through the agency of 

Nabu-ahhe-iddina of the Egibi business house and of one Iddina- 

Marduk, a wealthy banker related to the same firm in Babylon. 

Neriglissar, the son of Bel-shum-ishkun, ‘a wise noble’ and governor of 

the Puqudu tribe, and grandson of Nabu-epir-la^a, is listed as governor 

of (Bit) Sin-magir in Nebuchadrezzar’s time.'^® As a trustee of Ebarra in 

Sippar his presence there, as at Opis in 565-564, may show some 

responsibihty for work on the neighbouring northern (‘Median Wall’) 

defences which lay in his area. His influence was enhanced by his 

marriage to Nebuchadrezzar’s daughter Kashshaya, through whom he 

became known to Berossus as ‘the husband of a sister of Amel- 

” A 7, 28; A 26, 87-92; cf. A 941, I02-J. ” A 8)7, 77; A 876, 42-3. 

A 922,15411. 8; cf. A 44, 509. A 119, 31; for building inscriptions see a 851,78-9 fig. 50, 159 fig. 

99- A 878, 41-2; A 887, 36-9- 

A 762, 285 iv 22, 24; A 856, 210-11 no. I i 14, 214-15 fiO* 2 i 11-14. 
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Marduk’.^'^ If Berossus can be trusted, Neriglissar led the conspiracy 

which ended Amel-Marduk’s life and reign. This seems to have been a 

case of inter-tribal or inter-family discord rather than simply the 

opposition of northern to southern tribes. 

The latest contract dated to Amel-Marduk in Babylon was written on 

7 August 5 60, and within four days other texts recognized Neriglissar as 

king there, at Uruk, and elsewhere.'^® To judge by his increased economic 

activity, Neriglissar was in the capital at the time, and his hold on local 

affairs was soon strengthened by his giving his daughter Gigitum to 

Nabu-shuma-ukin, the influential administrator of the Ezida temple in 

Borsippa. Nothing is yet known of political activity during his first two 

years, when he repaired the royal palace and the east bank of the 

Euphrates after its annual flooding, and continued work in Esagila and 

the ‘Chapel of Destiny’ in the inner city shrine of the New Year festival. 

A small tablet bearing an extract from the Babylonian Chronicle details a 

military expedition in his third year. The details, reminiscent of the 

Assyrian annals, imply that it was composed close to the event.®® In 557, 

in response to a raid planned by Appuwashu of Piriddu into Syria {eber 

nari), Neriglissar called his army to march to Hume (east Cilicia), which 

the Babylonians had inherited after the fall of Assyria. Appuwashu’s 

territory lay to the west, where he prepared ambushes of regular and 

local forces to hold the Babylonian advance. Despite this he was defeated 

and was pursued by the Babylonians over 25 km of mountainous terrain 

along the coast to his royal residence and capital at Ura', which was 

sacked. This is to be located in the Calycadnus delta near the place later 

called Seleucia. The port had been a noted centre for sea and caravan 

trade in the fourteenth-thirteenth centuries b.c. according to texts from 

Bogazkoy and Ugarit. Neriglissar then carried his pursuit a further 65 

km up the valley to the north to burn Kirshu (Mut, later Claudiopolis). 

Later, in a rare amphibious assault two miles offshore, he captured 6,000 

combat troops stationed on Pitusu island (Pityussa, Manavat). Finally, 

he laid waste by fire the passes leading to Sallune and the Lydian border. 

Although Appuwashu himself escaped, this firm action reasserted 

Babylonian control over Piriddu and enhanced its prestige as a buffer 

state between Lydia and the encroaching forces of the Medes. In 

February 5 56, Neriglissar turned for home, a journey of some fifty days 

to judge from Xenophon’s later experience.®’ Such action so far from 

home at this time might imply either co-ordination with the Medes or an 

attempt to forestall their advance. Activity on ‘the borders’ is referred to 

in the Dynastic Prophecy, which selects the highlights of this reign.®2 

Quoted in Jos. Contra Apionem 1.14G-7 (a 7, 28; a 626, 592 §146-7); cf. a 844. 

A 877, 12; A 888, 132. ^9 por jiis building inscriptions see a 856, 208-19. 

a 25, 103—4; a 932, 74-7. A 922, 158 n. 37. A 26, 32—3 ii 7'. 
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The theory that Neriglissar died on the return journey and that news of 

his death reached Babylon as the New Year began*^ can be questioned 

since the latest documents dated by him were written on April 12 (5 3 6) at 

Babylon and April 16 at Uruk. If he died later that month, that would 

accord with the Uruk King List ascription of a reign of three years and 

eight months.®^ Xenophon’s statement that a predecessor of Nabonidus 

died in action against the Medes cannot be corroborated {Cjropaedia 

iv.i.8). 

Neriglissar’s chosen heir was Labashi-Marduk, his son. It is not 

certain that he was only a child, as Berossus says of Laborosoarchodos, 

for a commercial text suggests he was in control of his own affairs two 

years earlier.®® The Uruk King List assigns him a period of three months 

and this agrees with the dated texts of his reign (earliest 23/1 accession 

year at Uruk and latest 12/111 accession year probably at Sippar), rather 

than with the nine (possibly read two) months in Berossus’ manuscript.®® 

The Dynastic Prophecy, perhaps reflecting the religious party view, may 

suggest that he failed to control the land, and his successor put it about 

that he lacked intelligence and had come to the throne against the divine 

will: both prejudiced views.®^ The latter statement comes from Naboni¬ 

dus, who headed the band of conspirators who slew Labashi-Marduk 

and unanimously chose Nabonidus to succeed. 

VII. NABONIDUS 

The faction which had hoped to take power on the death of Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar and was thwarted by the subsequent succession within his family 

of Amel-Marduk now supported another candidate. If Nabonidus 

(Nabu-na^id) was indeed the Labynetus of Babylon who mediated 

between Lydia and the Medes in 585, then he was a good choice to 

counter the rising power of Cyrus, who, following his defeat of 

Astyages, now ruled Media, Anshan, Parsua, and Elam, according to his 

royal titulary. Nabonidus himself claimed to have been the popular 

choice, and refers to Nebuchadrezzar and Neriglissar favourably as his 

royal predecessors with whom he had been closely associated, guarding 

them day and night.®® By the end of June 536 scribes throughout 

Babylonia dated their documents by the new monarch. Nabonidus refers 

repeatedly to his father as Nabu-balatsu-iqbi ‘a learned counsellor’,®® and 

it is assumed therefore that he was not a close member of the royal 

8’ A 922, 149, 23)-7. 8^ A 44. 566; A 767, 53. 

A 7, 28; A 871 (Neriglissar no. 39). 

^ Quoted in Jos. Contra Apionem 1.148 (a 7, 28; a 626, 393 §148); a 877, 13; a 922, 150. 

^ A 26, 32 ii 9-10 (restored); a 856, 276-7 no. 8 iv 38-9; cf. CAD 16 (§), 182. 

A 362, 50—1 ii 45—7. 

^ A 856, 218—19 230—1 no. 2 i 13, 234-5 no. 3 i 29-30, 232—3 no. 6 i 9. 
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‘Chaldaean’ family. His mother, Adad-guppi, in her biography, claims 

influence with Nabopolassar, Nebuchadrezzar and Neriglissar but not 

Amel-Marduk or Labashi-Marduk. There is no support for the idea that 

she was a member of the royal harem or was the official palace 

housekeeper.^® It is not impossible that from such a position of intimacy 

in the palace and its affairs Nabonidus was himself married to a daughter 

of Nebuchadrezzar, as Neriglissar had been, and that this lies behind the 

tradition that his own son Bel-sarra-usur (Belshazzar) was Nebuchadrez¬ 

zar’s (grand) son (Daniel 5: 2).®' Berossus designates Nabonidus a ‘priest 

of Bel’ which may explain the absence of his name in earlier business 

transactions and, with few exceptions, during his reign, of which he 

spent only about six years in Babylon. One text refers to him as city- 

governor (‘in charge of the city’).®^ 
Nabonidus could not have been a young man on accession, since his 

mother died aged loi or more in his ninth regnal year. On gaining the 

throne he led the army back to Hume to complete the operations 

undertaken by Neriglissar earlier, implying perhaps that Syria was once 

again threatened.The army appears to have supported him throughout 

his reign and may therefore have played some part in his election. Booty, 

gifts and prisoners were taken to Babylon for the New Year festival, 

some 2,8 50 captives being dispersed as temple slaves on this or a similar 

occasion. The labour force was put to work on restoring the quay wall at 

Babylon, but apart from the traditional royal donations to all the temples 

in the capital itself the major effort was planning the restoration of 

Ekhulkhul, the temple of the moon-god Sin at Harran, of which his 

mother was a devoted supporter. Since Nabonidus is considered to have 

attempted a religious reform, demoting Marduk in favour of Sin, it is 

notable that his building inscriptions show that he both restored and 

contributed to the main temples of the principal cities, including the 

temples of Sin, Shamash, Bunene, and Anunit at Larsa, Sippar, and 

Nippur. Though they make frequent reference during this work to the 

recovery of building inscriptions by earlier kings outlining previous 

work, the ‘antiquarian’ interest of Nabonidus was not unusual. He did 

not seek to create any exclusive role for Sin in Babylon.His mother’s 

close association with Harran would explain his special interest there, 

and the dedication of his daughter Ennigaldi-Nanna as e«/»w-priestess in 

her renovated cloister and temple at Ur follows a long Babylonian 

tradition. Of his other daughter, Ina-Esagila-remat, little is known. Like 

Nebuchadrezzar before him, Nabonidus made no structural changes in 

rebuilding Ur which might be interpreted as marking a modified ritual.®^ 

^ A 562, 50-1 ii 40-4; cf. A 922, 224. ” A 819, 79; A 941, n. 

^2 A 819, 31; but see now a Sija, 142. a 25, 105 6-7. 

^ A 800, 343—88; a 856, 218-97. 

A 943; cf. A 900, j6-8. On the office of entum see J. Renger, ZA j8 (1967), 134—44. 
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Though he granted the temple and its officials kidinnu privileges 

(freedom from tax and corvee), this did not extend to the city as a 

whole.®® The visits by Nabonidus to other city temples were in the royal 

tradition of maintaining local and tribal unity. Such occasions included 

the presentation of special donations or the dedication of valuable votive 

offerings. At Uruk he was petitioned for, and granted, continued 

supplies for Eanna similar to those Nebuchadrezzar had made to the 

shrines of Marduk and Nabu in Babylon on an earlier occasion. The 

arrangements for rents for large tracts of land to be made payable to the 

Uruk temple must have hastened the centralization of much land- 

ownership under single management. Nabonidus’ hold over temple 

administration was confirmed by the replacement of one local by two 

royal commissioners responsible for Eanna; one of them was an older 

official of Neriglissar’s time and the other, Zeriya, a close associate of the 

king, took over as Satammu-o^cvA^'^ This has been taken to be part of a 

wide attempt by the Nabonidus circle to establish control over temple 

affairs here and elsewhere, but similar action had already been taken by 

Nebuchadrezzar. 

In his second year Nabonidus was again in Syria at Hamath, where it 

was said to be very cold.®^ In this year his daughter was dedicated in Ur 

and the Ebabbar temple in Sippar was embellished. The next year 

Nabonidus led a campaign to Ammananu, during which some people 

were decapitated and their bodies hung up.®® It was during this march in 

the Amanus range that the king collected plants and fruits to be taken to 

Babylon for the royal gardens and table. Someone, either the king or his 

aged mother, was taken ill, a matter of sufficiently serious concern to be 

noted in the chronicle, but the person recovered. Action was next taken 

against the Arabs; the king’s forces marched to the west (Amurru) to 

meet with Bel-dan and besiege a city in Edom (Udummu). Further 

operations involved large military groupings and ended in the death or 

defeat of an unnamed individual and an attack against the gate of the 

otherwise unknown town of Rukdini.'®® The break in the chronicle for 

the fourth and fifth years has given rise to speculation whether it was 

during this time that Nabonidus set to work to fulfil the dream- 

revelation of his accession that he was to restore Ekhulkhul in Harran, 

which had been destroyed when the god ‘was angry with his city and 

temple and went up to heaven’, leaving it in ruins following the 

* A j6o, 74 (no. 45 ii 31). 97 A 892. * A 25, lOJ 9. 

A 2J, 105-6 I 1—22; A 85 5, 7 57-64. 

See A 25, 282 for the critical reading of the place name as [U]dummu, Edom. For the earlier 

incorrect reading [AJdummu, see a 600, in, 115 i 11-22; S. Smith, Isaiah chapters XL-LV 

(London, 1944), 37f, I37fnn. 79-80; a 787 (identilying Adummu with the area of modern el-Jawf); 

A 911, 352 n. 6. 
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combined attack by Medes and Babylonians in 609 b.c.'^' The Harran 

stela is against such a chronology, since it says that this work was not 

substantially completed or the images of Sin restored there from their 

temporary resting-place in Egishnugal in Babylon until after Naboni- 

dus’ later return from Arabia.Such work must have taken some years 

to complete, for it involved the mobilization of labour from Gaza, 

Egypt, Syria, and Babylon;'^^ this would not have been feasible while the 

Medes were in the area in force, before Cyrus had seized Astyages and 

robbed Ecbatana during Nabonidus’ sixth year. By that time Nabonidus 

had left for Tema in Arabia, perhaps going there directly after his 

Edomite operations. It has been suggested that the chronology of the 

chronicle at this point may have been edited for a specific purpose, or 

rearranged to justify Nabonidus’ absence in Tema.^i^ 

While the king was absent in Tema a thousand kilometres from 

Babylon, affairs of state were delegated to the crown prince Belshazzar, 

according to the chronicle for Nabonidus’ seventh to eleventh years 

(after which that source is lost until the sixteenth year). The annual New 

Year festival was not celebrated, yet the services of Esagila and Ezida 

and offerings to the deities of Babylon and Borsippa continued as in 

normal times.Por ten years Nabonidus controlled a group of oasis 

towns from Tema, including Dadanu (Dedan, al-‘^Ula), Padakku 

(Fadak), Hibra (Khaybar), and Yadihu (Yadi'^, al-Hawait) as far as 

Yatribu (Yathrib, Medina), an area extending about 400 km in length by 

160 km wide. This was won over by force of arms and garrisoned by 

troops who had marched there with the king and by settlers who stayed 

among the local Arab population. The Harran stelae which record the 

event give as the reason for this odd semi-abdication of power in 

Babylon and the subsequent exile a rebellion by the citizens and priests of 

Babylon, Borsippa, Nippur, Ur, Erech, and Larsa. They refused to 

rebuild the Ekhulkhul temple of Sin in Harran. ‘They devoured each 

other and caused fever and famine among them and so minished the 

people of the land. But I hied myself afar from my city of Babylon ... for 

ten years I did not go there. 

It is not clear what caused the rebellion; whether despite adverse 

economic conditions Nabonidus tried to force through this particular 

Sin temple project or whether it was a symptom of general discontent, 

following years of harsh demands on the populace. It is generally 

assumed to be a priest-led protest at Nabonidus’ emphasis on the cult of 

Sin. Various explanations have been sought for Nabonidus’ withdrawal, 

other than personal pique. First, the king’s health may have been affected 

‘0* A 362, 46-7 i 6-9; A 856, 284-5 OO- ^ X 12-21. 

‘02 A 362, 75; A 91 I, 356; Cf. A 152, 76-7, 106-7. A 856, 2 20-1 HO. I i 38-43. 

'0^ A 869; A 91 I. ‘05 A 25, 106-8. '0^ A 562, 56-9 i 14-27. 
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in some way. The Nabonidus prayer found at Qumran, dated to the first 

century a.d., refers to a Jew among the Babylonian exiles who gave him 

advice when he was suffering from malignant boils. This has usually 

been taken as misapplied to Nebuchadrezzar’s madness by the book of 

Daniel as part of the vilification of that monarch. There are, however, 

significant differences between the two stories.A medical, perhaps 

psychological, basis alone seems insufficient reason for a prolonged 

absence, which even precluded his return to take part in the lavish 

funeral of his cherished old mother in his ninth year (7 April 547), when 

she was buried at Dur-karashu near Sippar. Harran was not available, 

and Babylon seems to have been antagonistic to her, for official mourn¬ 

ing there was delayed for two months, although this may have been due 

to fear of action by the Medes south of Erbil at the time. Secondly, 

Nabonidus may have gone to Tema to control the important trade routes 

running through it, north to Syria and from Babylon to Egypt. Along 

the latter track supplies of‘royal food’ are known to have been sent by 

camel from Uruk to the king in Tema.'o^ If the aim was to benefit from 

the lucrative spice and incense trade, or even the movement of gold - a 

rare commodity in Babylon at this time’°5 - a good local force under 

strong Babylonian command would have been needed to enforce this. 

Others argue that it was part of a political move to extend the Babylonian 

empire westwards. Thirdly, any purely religious motivation for the self- 

imposed exile is not proven. Finds from Tema indicate structures of the 

period without affording specific evidence of ‘the palace like that in 

Babylon’ or any associated shrine for the moon-god Sin there. 

Nabonidus, like many Babylonian kings, was deeply religious, and 

supported the national god Marduk,’" though Cyrus in the so-called 

‘Persian Verse Account’ of Nabonidus charged him with irreverence 

towards that deity. The hostility could have been the result of a 

combination of factors, including his continued administrative reforms 

whereby temple property was limited and a special royal cash box was 

introduced in the sanctuaries, to which a fixed portion of the temple 

income was allotted under the supervision of the king’s own officials. 

Meanwhile increasing pressure on Babylonia’s eastern borders ena¬ 

bled Cyrus, without any apparent special agreement or opposition, to 

cross the Tigris south of Erbil and march for a successful campaign 

against Croesus of Lydia as far as Sardis (Hdt. 1.75-84). In the following 

year Elamites entered Babylonia itself and action was taken by or against 

the district governor of Uruk; if by him, this may mark an attempt by the 

Elamites, not for the first time, to win over an opposition party to resist 

the ruling regime. When the Babylonian Chronicle resumes in his 

■t” A 8}i; A 865. A 819, 114-17. Cf. A 856, 282-3 no. 8 ix 11-15. 

A 885; A 810. A 9! I, 559 n. 42. ”2 A 815, 58. 
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seventeenth year, Nabonidus is already back in Babylon, having 

returned following the diviner’s advice based on favourable astronomi¬ 

cal omens, today variously interpreted as indicating September/October 

543 or 542, indicating that ‘the appointed time had come’. Nabonidus 

claims that there had been reconciliation with the people and that nearby 

vassal kings renewed their oaths of loyalty. Those returning included 

men from distant parts who came back prosperous, though since the 

statement is in general terms, Babylonians from Tema are not men¬ 

tioned, but may be included. The return had been made possible also by 

an agreement between Nabonidus and the king of Egypt (Amasis II), the 

king ‘of the city of the Medes’ (Cyrus II), and the land of the Arabs who 

sent messengers to promote good relations.”^ The Arabs may have 

moved under pressure from Cyrus who, according to Berossus and 

Xenophon, gained control over them and ‘all Asia’ before his ultimate 

advance on Babylon. 

The Harran inscription tells of abundant rainfall and fruitfulness in 

Babylonia and Syria; this brought famine to an end after great hardship 

and would have been taken as an additional favourable sign. The gap in 

the Babylonian Chronicle for Y ears 12-16 deprives us of a corroborative 

precise date from that source for the return. Changes among the top 

officials in Eanna at Uruk in his thirteenth year may mark the resumption 

of authority by Nabonidus, though Belshazzar as ‘royal prince’ had been 

active in all aspects of home rule during his absence. He was also aware of 

the threat from Persia, to judge by the special attention he paid as regent 

to Sippar and the nearby defences. 

In 5 3 9 the New Y ear festival was celebrated in Babylon as of old by the 

king, who had earlier been the major participant at other religious 

celebrations elsewhere."® His undoubted triumph had been the resto¬ 

ration of Sin to his temple in Harran following his own return to 

Babylonia. During the summer the war clouds increased to the extent 

that the gods of Marad, Kish, and Khursagkalamma were brought into 

Babylon for safety, always the first defensive step taken in anticipation of 

an attack from the north east. In Eanna yet another change in the 

hierarchy introduced a person bearing a Persian name, a token of the 

growing pro-Persian group there.”'' The gods of Borsippa, Cutha, and 

Sippar close to Babylon itself were not withdrawn, since Cyrus, having 

marched down the Diyala, paused opposite Opis. He then mounted a 

A 362, 58-9 i 42—5. 

Berossus quoted in Jos. Contra Apionem 1.150 (a 7, 28 and a 626, 393 §150); Xenophon, 

Cyropaidia vii.4.16; cf. Hdt. 1.190). ‘*5 On Belshazzar's administration see a 819, 105-37. 

*** The events of this year are described in the Nabonidus Chronicle (a 25, 109-11). 

A 817, 17 (Bagiazu); A 893, 12—21. 
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full-scale attack on the Babylonian defenders of Opis, first crossing the 

Tigris, forcing them to retreat with heavy casualties and loss of 

equipment behind the ‘Median Wall’. On the fourteenth of Tashritu 

Sippar fell without a battle and Nabonidus fled. 

Two days later (13 October) the Persian army under Ugbaru, 

governor of Guti, entered Babylon without a battle. His shield-bearing 

troops without any weapons protected Esagila and the holy places for 

the first two weeks, while the services within continued without 

interruption. Belshazzar was slain at the initial capture of the city, and 

Nabonidus surrendered soon thereafter in Babylon.^'® The swift and 

seemingly unexpected nature of the final fall of Babylon, reflected in the 

traditions of both Daniel and Herodotus, can best be explained by the 

presence of collaborators or dissident elements who assisted the 

invaders. According to Herodotus the deflection of the river near Opis 

reduced the effectiveness of the water defences and enabled a com¬ 

mando-type group to enter through the dried-up river bed or canals 

flowing through the city beneath the walls, giving both the element of 

surprise and an unexpected route of approach and thus a rapid take-over 

of key points (Hdt. 1.190—1). The later tradition that the city was so vast 

that it took three days for the news to spread to all its inhabitants may 

refer to the time taken for the news to reach the more distant cities of 

Babylonia.”’ The Dynastic Prophecy that ‘a king of Elam will arise . . . 

and remove him [Nabonidus] from his throne . . . and will settle him in 

another land’ supports Berossus’ statement that Cyrus spared Naboni¬ 

dus, settling him in Carmania, where he died.*20 On 50 October Cyrus 

himself entered Babylon, proclaiming peace to all the citizens and 

receiving all the rulers of the former ‘Chaldaean’ empire there. The 

people received him with acclamation, though whether only as befits a 

conqueror or as a deliverer from oppression, as Cyrus claimed, it is hard 

to tell. 

Cyrus attributed his success to the permissive will of Marduk in 

punishment of a regime which had opposed his will. In the decree 

recorded in the Cyrus Cylinder he reiterated his peaceful and friendly 

intentions in taking the land over, reaffirmed the special kidinnu- 

privileges for the city of Babylon, and ordered the return of deities exiled 

there to their temples in cities to the north and east of Babylon.*®' This is 

noted also in the Babylonian Chronicle, and it may be assumed that by 

this, or a similar, decree the exiled Jews were allowed to return to 

‘*8 A 25, iioiii 16; Daniel 5: 50; Xenophon, Cjropaedia 

Aristotle, P<»//V/V<7 III.I (12). 

‘20 A 26, 25,52—5 ii 17-21; Berossus quoted in Jos. Contra Apionem i.i 53 (a 7,28; a 626, 394 §i 5 3); 

Eusebius, Praep. Ecang. 9.41. *21 ^ 315-16; a 929, 2-9. 
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Jerusalem after a seventy-year exile, though their actual rehabilitation 

took some time to arrange and many stayed in the land. Cyrus 

contributed to the restoration and upkeep of the once-abandoned 

shrines. The defeat of Nabonidus was put down to Marduk by the 

Babylonians and to Yahweh by the Jews, while Cyrus stressed the weak 

and irreligious rule of Nabonidus who had introduced abominable 

deities alien to the Marduk cult. His version of events sought to justify to 

outsiders the fall of the city in terms reminiscent of the priestly accounts 

of the much earlier fall of Ur or Nippur.'^z 

Cyrus set about repair work in Babylon immediately and in this he was 

joined by his son Cambyses. He had appointed Gubaru as senior 

administrator and left him to appoint district governors. The chronicle 

records the death of Ugbaru on ii/viii. The Daniel version of these 

events has been interpreted as requiring another king of Babylon, there 

named as ‘Darius the Mede’, between Nabonidus and Cyrus, though this 

has been said to be a confusion between the fall of Babylon in 559 and 

that of 520 in the time of Darius Hystaspes..However, the tradition is 

detailed and ranks him as a son of Ahasuerus; he was aged sixty-two on 

taking over the kingdom, and an identification with Gubaru (to be 

distinguished from Gobryas of the Behistun inscription) has been 

proposed. That individual was the governor of the trans-Euphrates 

province (Eber nari) and is nowhere connected with the royal line or 

given a royal title, nor are any documents dated by him as king. If 

Gubaru were to be equated with Ugbaru, the identification with ‘Darius’ 

would be ruled out by the notice of his death in the chronicle, if it is 

recording events in chronological order.^23 Cambyses, while working in 

Babylon on behalf of his father, was only styled prince (‘son of the king’). 

The proposal that ‘Darius the Mede’ in Daniel was an alternative, if 

cryptic, description of Cyrus the Persian who also styled himself‘King of 

the Medes’ may be a reasonable solution.There is no convincing 

evidence that there was any gap in the dating of texts in his reign, for he 

was acknowledged in his accession year as king in a dated text, probably 

from Sippar, as early as 15 October.in the Babylonian King List Cyrus 

is made the direct successor to Nabonidus. 

The citizens of Babylon were allowed much freedom, which they used 

to proclaim official mourning for the dead ‘wife of the king’. If it were 

the wife of Nabonidus'^^ who was possibly a daughter of Nebuchadrez¬ 

zar, or even the long-hved widow of Nebuchadrezzar, it would reflect 

the high esteem in which the ruling Chaldaean family was still held. The 

A 44, 3 I2-I 5; A 900, 83-91. Cf. Is. 44:28; 45; 1-7. 123 Cf. A 895, (10) 109. 

‘24 A 953; cf. A 895. 

‘25 A 87, 14 (add BM 561 j4 (CT 57, 157), dated 19.vii.acc. Cyrus). 

‘26 Xenophon, Cjropaedia suggests that Nabonidus had been killed. 
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change to Achaemenid rule seems to have had little effect on the 

traditional way of life which had dominated Babylonia throughout its 

long, often hard won, years of independence. The suddenness of the 

decline from the splendours of Nebuchadrezzar’s day to the final 

denouement stands as a testimony to the debilitating effects of division 

among the political and economic leaders who followed him. 
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CHAPTER 28a 

NEO-BABYLONIAN SOCIETY AND ECONOMY 

M. A. DANDAMAEV 

With the establishment of the Neo-Babylonian kingdom there starts a 

rich flow of documentary sources. The period of less than ninety years 

between the reign of Nabopolassar and the occupation of Mesopotamia 

by the Persians is documented by tens of thousands of texts concerning 

household and administrative economy and private law, over ten 

thousand of which have been published so far.’ Their content is varied: 

promissory notes, contracts for the sale, lease or gift of land, houses or 

other property, for the hiring of slaves and freemen, documents 

connected with international and internal trade, records of lawsuits, 

correspondence concerning official business, letters with family news, 

and so on. All these texts come from temple and private archives. We 

have no state archives of Neo-Babylonian times at our disposal apart 

from a few stray texts. The rich material in the Neo-Babylonian sources 

has unfortunately still been insufficiently investigated. It is therefore 

impossible as yet to give a complete description of Neo-Babylonian 

society. 

I. THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE OF N EO - B A B Y LON I A N SOCIETY 

At the time when the Neo-Babylonian state came into being the 

inhabitants of some large Babylonian cities enjoyed special privileges. 

Only the fear of losing their civic privileges can explain why citizens of 

some cities (such as Nippur) remained faithful, in spite of great suffering 

and privation, to the Assyrian rulers under whom they had won these 

privileges, and fought the armies of Nabopolassar, the founder of the 

Neo-Babylonian kingdom. As we have seen, the citizens of Babylonian 

cities were exempt from military conscription and corvee. A characteris¬ 

tic feature of these cities was self-rule by free and legally equal members 

of society united in a popular assembly {puhrti) around the principal 

temple of the city. The texts mention ‘the assembly of the country’ 

(probably consisting of the managers of temple estates in various cities). 

• See for a brief survey of these sources a 815, 6-12. 
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‘the assembly of the people’ (or possibly of the army), assemblies of 

Babylon, Uruk, Nippur, Sippar and other cities.^ 

Despite this, after the establishment of the Neo-Babylonian kingdom, 

the centuries-long struggle between royal power and the people’s 

assemblies had gradually resulted in the defeat of the latter; by that time 

their jurisdiction extended only to private disputes among their citizens 

and crimes of local importance. What is remarkable, however, is that the 

numerous inscriptions of the Neo-Babylonian kings tell only of the 

erection of new temples and repairs to old ones, and of pious gifts to 

various sanctuaries, while the many successful military campaigns are 

hardly ever mentioned. This points to the fact that the rulers were 

obliged to take account above all of the clergy, who played an important 

part in the people’s assemblies and represented their interests. 

As can be seen from the inscriptions of Nabonidus, the last king of 

the Neo-Babylonian dynasty, conflicts continued between the central 

power and the citizens of Babylon, Borsippa, Nippur, Uruk, and Larsa. 

Relations with them had been sufficiently strained from the very 

beginning of his reign, when Nabonidus started to give pride of place to 

the cult of Sin, the moon-god, naming him ‘divine king over all gods’. In 

fact the moon-god whom Nabonidus worshipped was not the traditional 

god Sin of Ur, but according to his symbols and forms of worship, an 

Aramaean god. It is possible that by bringing about his religious 

reforms, Nabonidus strove to unite around himself the numerous 

Aramaean tribes of the Near East which worshipped Sin.^ 

However, the opponents of Nabonidus were not united among 

themselves and each city endeavoured to give pride of place to the cult of 

its own god. According to Nabonidus the people had wandered off the 

true path, had told lies, had sinned against the gods and had even begun 

to ‘devour one another like dogs’. One Neo-Babylonian inscription says 

that judges took bribes and did not defend the poor, that the strong 

robbed the weak, usurers exacted high interest, the mighty victimized 

the disabled and widows, many broke into other people’s homes and 

seized their fields. The text goes on to say that the new king had put an 

end to this lawlessness and had established a just order. The name of the 

king does not occur in the preserved part of the inscription, but in all 

probability he was Nabonidus. 

Even Nabonidus, however, was to a certain extent forced to take the 

traditional rights of the citizens into account. Thus he declares in one of 

his inscriptions that he had ‘gathered the elders of the city, citizens of 

Babylon’, in order to take counsel with them about temple-building.^ In 

2 A 980, 45-9; A 981, 58—41. 

3 For sources and literature on the religious activity of Nabonidus see a 889. 

^ For the publication of the text see a 854; see also a 902. 5 gee a 856,1^4-6. 
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connexion with the consecration of his daughter to the temple of 

Egishnugal in Ur, Nabonidus exempted this temple of the god Sin from 

state services and granted it special privileges;^ however, this decree, like 

all similar royal decrees, did not affect all the inhabitants of Ur, but only 

the narrow group of priests and temple staff. 

Some of the decisions of the ‘people’s assembly’ concerned thefts of 

temple cattle and of other property, the collection of tithes and payments 

for the lease of temple fields. Other decisions related to litigation and the 

family disputes of individual citizens. Let us dwell briefly on the 

functions of the ‘people’s assembly’. 

In the year 5 45 b.c. in Uruk, a woman declared in the assembly that her 

husband had died, famine reigned in the country, and she was unable to 

feed her two small sons, so she was handing them over to the temple of 

Eanna as slaves of the temple {sirku)P In 540 b.c., also in Uruk, a certain 

Ibni-Ishtar, in the presence of several people near the temple of Eanna, 

threw himself dagger in hand at the royal commissioner {ressarri) of that 

temple. The assembly examined the case and ‘tied up and sealed the iron 

dagger which he had pulled out of his belt’.® The document does not give 

the assembly’s decision, because in this case the passing of the sentence 

came under the jurisdiction of the king’s tribunal, while the assembly’s 

role was limited to preliminary investigations; but it does represent a 

record of the depositions of witnesses and of the attaching of material 

evidence. In the same town of Uruk the king’s commissioner at the 

temple of Eanna informed the assembly of an important deficiency in the 

amount of barley due as rent repayment for 5 5 3 b.c. The assembly had to 

establish who was responsible.^ 

In 5 91 ‘the assembly of the elders’ of Sippar examined a case of the 

theft of property of the temple of Ebabbar by a certain man and came to 

the decision that, if the accusation was proved against him, he would 

have to make good thirty-fold the loss occasioned to the temple.’® 

When in Babylon in 5 5 5 litigation arose between three brothers about 

the inheritance of a field which was part of their mother’s dowry, the 

verdict was given by the ‘elders of the city’.” Similarly in 5 90 the ‘elders 

of Nippur’ examined a suit between two persons over a slave girl.” In 

5 94 in Borsippa ‘at the assembly of the people’ (or possibly of the army, 

puhjtr ummani), Nebuchadrezzar denounced one of his generals for 

plotting against him. The criminal was executed and all his property 

confiscated. The document concerning the execution was composed in 

the presence of numerous people, including the civil governor of the city 

of Borsippa.” 

® See A 801A. 7 A 1010, 33. ® Sec a 565, no. 117. ^ no. 78. 

A 907, no. 104. n See for reference A 981, 38. *2 a 981, 38-9. 

'3 A 924, 1-5. 
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Thus the assembly functioned as an organ of local self-government 

and justice. Its sessions were often presided over by the royal governor 

of the city concerned and the temple administrator. 

Documents from Uruk contain frequent mentions of the ‘assembly of 

the citizens of Babylon and Uruk’. Here the term ‘Babylonians’ desig¬ 

nates state employees (scribes and other representatives of the central 

authority), who had been sent from Babylon by the royal administration 

for service in Uruk. 

The members of the popular assembly were citizens {mar bant) who 

were free and in the eyes of the law equal among themselves. But they 

differed noticeably among themselves in economic and social standing. 

Among them were governors of cities, judges, high-ranking state and 

temple officials, merchants, businessmen, scribes, lesser officials, shep¬ 

herds, lessees of fields, and artisans (who included the poorest strata of 

the free population). The status of the citizens was inheritable and passed 

on from father to sons. Naturally an active role in the work of the 

assembly was taken only by the wealthy.*"* 

Quite often when decisions were to be taken in a case, only the elders 

{nbutti) gathered together, as being the most influential citizens. In a 

number of cases their decisions were taken jointly with the senior temple 

officials and governors of cities. Sometimes documents containing 

orders from high state officials were drawn up in the presence of elders. 

The elders also represented the citizens of their cities before the king.*^ 

The citizens took part in the cult at the local temple, as well as in the 

temple festivals and repasts, and were entitled to receive specific parts of 

the temple’s revenue. All these people lived in the city and owned land in 

the city or in the rural district over which the power of the people’s 

assembly extended. 

Not all freemen, however, were citizens. Manumitted slaves, for 

instance, although free, could not obtain the status of full citizenship, as 

they were not allowed to occupy posts linked to the reception of the 

temple prebends. Aliens too were deprived of the rights of full 

citizenship. 

At the time under study the population of Babylonia was ethnically 

mixed. The country was abundantly populated by Chaldaean and 

Aramaean tribes living side by side with the old local inhabitants, whom 

they gradually assimilated. Many aliens also lived in Babylonia. These 

were often settled in considerable groups in specified regions. Thus in 

the environs of Nippur and in the city itself each ethnic group was 

assigned a particular territory. Among aliens there were also the king’s 

mercenaries, voluntary immigrants, and people who for various reasons 

A 980. 45-8. '5 A 981, 59-40. 
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lived permanently or temporarily in Babylonia (merchants, political 
refugees, seasonal hired workers from Elam, and so on). Thus Babylo¬ 
nian texts mention numerous aliens living at the court of Nebuchad¬ 
rezzar. Among them were Elamites, Persians, Cilicians, Jews, various 
emigrants from Asia Minor (Tonians’), ‘fugitives from Media’, and 
others. It can be noted incidentally that a letter of the early sixth century 
B.c. mentions the arrest of several Babylonians whose father and brother 
had fled to Media. As can be seen from the same letter, several other 
Babylonians had fled to Media, and the king’s order for them to return 
remained unanswered.'® 

Particularly numerous were people of Egyptian extraction, whose 
ethnic origin is often mentioned in the texts. In other cases it is easily 
established from proper names, which are frequently theophoric and 
have reference to such gods as Amun, Isis, Horus and Hapi. The 
Babylonian scribes knew about the theophoric character of these names, 
and usually set before them the divine determinative. A considerable 
number of Egyptians are mentioned as contracting parties and witnesses 
to a variety of contracts made in Babylon, Ur, Uruk, Sippar, Borsippa, 
and other cities. Thus Egyptians were scattered all over the country. The 
majority of Egyptian settlers, as a result of mixed marriages and in an 
attempt to adjust themselves to the surrounding ethnic milieu, gradually 
began to give their children Babylonian names and to assimilate 
themselves with the local population. In such cases the ethnic term 
‘Egyptian’ {misjraja) was retained by their descendants as a family name. 
It is a curious fact that among the considerable number of aliens living at 
that time in Babylonia, only persons of Egyptian origin are frequently 
mentioned as scribes of cuneiform tablets. Assyrian texts of the times 
immediately preceding the establishing of the Neo-Babylonian kingdom 
mention Egyptian healers, farriers, interpreters of dreams, singers, 
jewellers, smiths, brewers, bakers, and so on. It is obvious that after the 
Neo-Babylonian kingdom was established, the majority of these people 
did not return to their homeland but remained to live in Mesopotamia.’^ 

Private law documents show that representatives of different nations 
lived side by side, formed business relationships, and concluded mixed 
marriages. It is essential to keep in mind that in ancient times there were 
no conflicts on ethnological grounds, no racial hostility or feeling of 
superiority of one nation over another, and no one country was 
interested in imposing its language and culture on other nations. For this 
reason there was no disparaging of the beliefs of aliens by the local 
population. The aliens for their part worshipped not only their own gods 
but also the gods of the people among whom they lived, believing as they 

A 999,154-5. ‘’A997. 
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did in the power of these gods. Aliens took part in the economic and 

social life of the country, and became owners of houses and estates, while 

some of them served in administrative positions. They gradually became 

assimilated with the local population and spoke Akkadian and Aramaic 

(since Aramaic spread swiftly as the colloquial language in Mesopota¬ 

mia), and in their turn exercised a definite cultural influence on the 

Babylonians. 

Aliens enjoyed no civic rights since they did not possess land within 

the city’s common fund and therefore could not become members of the 

people’s assembly. But in cases where they were compactly settled in 

distinct regions such people could create their own organization of local 

self-government — a people’s assembly under the guidance of their own 

elders. We know in early Achaemenid times of the ‘assembly of Egyptian 

elders’ which functioned in Babylon. But such self-governing organs of 

ethnic minorities had probably already existed during the period of the 

Neo-Babylonian kingdom. It is known from the Bible that the Jews 

driven into captivity in Babylonia under Nebuchadrezzar had their own 

elders, who took decisions on problems of the internal self-government 

of the Jewish colonies, which preserved their own ethnic consciousness 

and traditional culture.'^ 

Finally, besides citizens and freemen without civic rights, there 

existed several groups of dependent populations in which slaves formed 

a particular intermediate category. All these people naturally had no 

civic rights. 

II. THE LA W 

Justice was administered not only by the people’s assembly, but also by 

the king’s judges. The king’s tribunal consisted usually of a council of 

five or six professional judges. Sometimes the composition of the 

tribunal was mixed and consisted of king’s judges and elders selected 

from among the citizens. In Sippar the king’s tribunal was presided over 

by the high priest of the temple of Ebabbar, who enjoyed full judicial 

power. In making decisions on important matters the people’s assembly 

was subordinated to the king’s judges, from whom they received various 

instructions, and to whom they were obliged to convey all necessary 

information. The king’s tribunals took the decisions on the most 

important cases, in particular those of murder, plots, and revolts. 

The king appears to have been regarded as the highest judicial 

authority; but he did not possess absolute power and could not 

arbitrarily seize the property of his subjects or deprive them of life. In his 

See for references A 999, 159-40. 19 See for references a 999, 143-5. 
20 See A 895, 57. 
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private life the individual was left to himself, and as in former times the 

central authority did not interfere in his family life. He could move freely 

within the limits of the kingdom, undertaking business and commercial 

trips, or travel in search of earnings. 

Marriage was generally monogamous, and a man who took a second 

wife was usually obliged to pay high compensation to the first wife, 

unless she was childless. A woman enjoyed a comparative independence; 

she could hold her own property and deal freely with it (give it away, sell, 

exchange or lease it), as long as it did not cause loss to her children and 

husband. On the husband’s death the widow, even if she had no children, 

was allotted a part of the husband’s property. Although women often 

acted as contracting parties, they are nevertheless very rarely mentioned 

as witnesses in contracts. 

Neo-Babylonian law apparently encouraged a written formulation of 

contracts except for the sale of perishable goods. Contracts were drawn 

up by professional scribes in the presence of witnesses (usually from 

three to ten or more) in two copies, each of the two parties receiving one. 

From the beginning of Neo-Babylonian times it is stressed in documents 

that the parties are concluding the deal of their own good will. The 

contracts enumerate the conditions of the business agreement, the place 

and date where and when the document was drawn up, and a penalty is 

defined (usually a fine) for a breach of conditions. Seals of witnesses and 

of the contracting parties are added (the latter usually leaving the 

impression of their thumbnails, especially if they are debtors). 

In the period under study objects given in pledge were fields, houses, 

slaves, children of freemen, cattle, money, and other movable property. 

There were two kinds of pledge. According to the first kind, property 

was declared to be a pledge as security for a loan either with the creditor 

having right of ownership of that property (‘hand pledge’) or else 

without that right, when the property remained at the debtor’s disposal 

{hypotheke). But the second kind of pledge was most common, in which 

the property became subject to antichresis, that is, the creditor was given 

the right to exploit the pledge in his own interest. 

Slaves and houses were frequently (fields and other property less 

often) handed over in antichresis as pledges for debts. In such cases the 

revenue from the pledged property or from the labour of slaves or other 

pledged persons went to cover the interest on the loan. Documents note 

that the creditor shall not pay wages for the labour of slaves or members 

of the debtor’s family (nor, for example, pay rent for houses), while the 

debtor remains exempt from paying interest during the time that the 

creditor makes use of the pledged person or of the immovable property. 

The debtor could take back his slave, the member of his family, or any 

2* See A 977. 
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Other property pledged in antichresis, only after the creditor had been 

repayed his loan in full. If a pledged individual ran away, fell ill, or for 

some other reason did not fulfil his task, the debtor was obliged to refund 

the creditor with the equivalent of the labour services of the person 

pledged in antichresis throughout the whole time for which the latter did 

not work — usually to the amount of six litres of barley a day, which in 

terms of money amounted to twelve shekels of silver a year. In addition 

the debtor fed and clothed the labourer given over in antichresis 

throughout the time that the latter remained with the creditor. 

Usually in the case of antichresis no date for the repayment of the debt 

was specified, and more often than not the pledged person worked for 

the creditor for several years until the debt was paid in full. When 

property was pledged without the creditor’s right to make use of it, the 

date of redemption was always indicated. If the debtor did not redeem 

his debt on the agreed date and the creditor did not grant him more time, 

the pledge became the creditor’s property. But if the value of the pledged 

property exceeded the sum of the loan, the creditor, on the tribunal’s 

decision, received only a part of the pledge; and contrariwise, if the 

pledge was judged to be of lesser value than the loan the debtor was 

obliged to pay up in full. 

In Neo-Babylonian times loans were usually made at 20 per cent yearly 

interest (1 shekel of silver per mina per month), although now, by 

contrast with the Old Babylonian period, the law did not regulate the 

amount of interest. Loans were mostly made in money, less often in grain 

or dates. But during this period wide use began to be made of so-called 

abstract promissory notes, usually for a loan but in many cases for credit 

for opening trade workshops, sale of commodities on credit, and so on.22 

Towards Neo-Babylonian times debt bondage underwent consider¬ 

able changes. A creditor could arrest an insolvent debtor and hold him in 

a debtors’ prison. However he could not sell his debtor into slavery, and 

the latter would redeem his debt by unpaid labour for the creditor. 

Contrary to the practice of earUer periods a husband could not pledge his 

wife as security. Freemen had the right to pledge their children but such 

pledges, after the debt and interest had been paid in full by their labour, 

recovered complete freedom from the creditor. In the case of a debtor’s 

insolvency his children could be taken into slavery. Moreover by this 

date the time limit on slavery, established by Hammurabi’s laws in the 

second millennium b.c., was no longer in force. The explanation may be 

that during that period, owing to a comparatively high standard of living 

and to the possibility of earning money as hired labour, there was no 

longer any threat of a mass enslaving of the free. 

The practice of self-pledging and self-selling had completely disap- 

22 A 878, jzff and 11 iff. 
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peared at the time under study. Freemen only very seldom had recourse 

to the sale of their children and that only in cases of catastrophic famine, 

devastating wars, or prolonged sieges. For instance in the year 626 b.c., 

while the army of Nabopolassar was besieging Nippur, which remained 

faithful to the Assyrians, and while barley cost almost thirty times more 

than its usual price, some of the population sold their children to money¬ 

lenders. It is stated in the contracts that the children had been sold to save 

them from starvation.^3 

In Neo-Babylonian times Hammurabi’s laws were still copied and 

studied, as witnessed by the great number of copies made in the first 

millennium b.c. At least one of the articles of these laws, decreeing a 

thirty-fold repayment of stolen temple and palace property, was still in 
force.24 

Three columns of laws have been preserved which, judging by the 

writing, grammatical forms, vocabulary, and matters discussed, belong 

to Neo-Babylonian times. In the text that survives, the beginning and 

end are destroyed. We can infer from its careless script and numerous 

clerical errors that this is a part of the text of the laws copied for teaching 

purposes. The laws are not set out in full but selected according to 

different subjects. The preserved articles concern mostly marriage and 

property laws. They contain various juridical conclusions with regard to 

disputable cases of day-to-day life. One law states that if a man builds a 

cistern to store water but does not sufficiently reinforce its walls and as a 

result his neighbour’s field is flooded, the culprit must pay his neighbour 

compensation, calculated by reference to the harvest gathered from the 

adjacent fields. According to another law, if someone sells a girl-slave 

and she turns out to belong to someone else and her legal owner reclaims 

her, the seller is obliged to return to the buyer her price plus half a shekel 

of silver for the child she may have borne in the meantime, in order to 

compensate her owner for loss during her temporary inability to work. 

If a man takes a second wife and has sons by both wives, after his death 

the sons of the first wife should receive two-thirds and the sons of the 

second one-third of the deceased’s property. If a father gives a dowry to 

his daughter and she dies childless, this property must be returned to her 

father’s house. After the death of the husband his widow, if she has had 

no children, receives her dowry and her husband’s wedding gift. If a 

widow who has children wishes to marry again she can take with her her 

dowry and the gift received from her husband at her first marriage. If she 

bears children from her new marriage, her dowry must be equally 

divided between the sons of both marriages, while the gifts received 

from each husband must be given to their respective children.25 

^ Sec A 815, 157-80. A 994. 25 A 822; A 989; A 995. 
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III. THE PALACE AND THE TEMPLES 

In Neo-Babylonian times the royal economy weighed less in the general 

economy of the country; the leading role belonged to the temples and 

private households. There seems however to have been no clear-cut 

distinction between palace and state property; therefore all state revenue 

as well as that from royal estates, in the narrow sense, was regarded as 

belonging to the king. What was actually in his possession was only a 

comparatively negligible land fund, the management of which was based 

on the principles of a private household. Royal property is seldom 

mentioned in documents. For instance, according to a contract of the 

time of Nebuchadrezaar II a royal field was let on lease ‘for ever’ (for 

planting with date palms) to Shula, head of the business house of Egibi in 

Babylon. During the reign of Neriglissar a private citizen’s house was 

sold to the palace. A text dated from the reign of Nabonidus mentions 

ducks as ‘royal property’. 

Although we have no information on the workshops of the Neo- 

Babylonian kings, texts frequently mention royal carpenters, stonema¬ 

sons, fishermen and shepherds, all of whom were probably freemen 

permanently employed by the palace. The building and upkeep of canals, 

palaces and temples, and the making of roads were tasks carried out by 

freemen as community and state services. It is worthy of mention that 

their patronymics are regularly recorded in documents, by contrast with 

slaves, whose fathers’ names are not recorded. 

The major part of the state revenues came from taxes, of the character 

and size of which we know nothing. Apparently all freemen were bound 

to give a tithe of their income in state tax. These taxes were usually paid 

in kind (cattle, grain, wool, and so on), but official experts established 

their value in silver. Besides this, certain groups of the population (such 

as merchants engaged in international trade) paid their taxes in silver. In 

addition to taxes the king received various tolls and dues (including port 

dues, city gate toll, canal dues from ships and boats, toll for the use of 

certain bridges) in silver or in kind. Out of the taxes the king maintained 

the official staff and the army. The country was divided into administra¬ 

tive districts governed by governors {}jelpihati). Cities were administered 

by special governors {bel temt). There were also overseers of royal canals 

and moorings and other lesser functionaries. The palace management 

was headed by the ‘palace administrator’ and included a large number of 

court employees and messengers. 

Naturally the administrative service, branching out over the territory 

of an enormous realm, could not function without a large number of 

26 See for references a 815, 558-60. 
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scribes. Apparently already the state chancellery was carrying on its 

correspondence, at least in part, in Aramaic; this undoubtedly explains 

why the archives of the Neo-Babylonian kings have not come down to 

us, as documents written on leather and papyrus easily deteriorated in 

the climatic conditions of Mesopotamia. But an important role in the 

administrative services continued to be played by cuneiform scribes, 

some of whom bore the title of ‘royal’ or ‘palace scribes’. Texts also 

mention ‘scribes whom the king appointed to the city’, ‘port scribes’ and 

so forth. A considerable number of scribes worked for governors in 

provincial administration. Of great importance among the administra¬ 

tive staff were the scribe-interpreters {seplru), as in building works and in 

the army craftsmen and soldiers from foreign countries were employed. 

The entire staff of the state administration received their salaries from the 

king in kind, the higher ranks also partly in silver. 

The mainstay of the king’s power was the army, about the recruiting 

of which we scarcely know anything. Besides Babylonians there were 

also mercenaries serving in it as evidenced by Antimenidas, the brother 

of the Aeolian poet Alcaeus, who served in the army of Nebuchadrezzar. 

The soldiers were armed with spears, iron daggers, shields, bows and 

arrows. As can be seen from documents of the times of Nebuchadrezzar 

and Nabonidus, Scythian archers’ tactics exerted a considerable 

influence on the arming of Babylonian warriors, who preferred Scythian 

to Akkadian bows and arrows because of their high ballistic qualities. 

Close links existed between the palace and the temples: some high 

temple officials were related to the king. Thus the administrator 

(Jatammu) of the temple of Ezida in Borsippa was married to the daughter 

of Neriglissar. The temples of Esagila in Babylon, Eanna in Uruk, 

Ebabbar in Sippar, Ezida in Borsippa, E-imbi-Anu in Dilbat, Ekur in 

Nippur, Egishnugal in Ur, and Emeslam in Cutha were the most 

important temples of the time, and they also advanced loans and 

transacted commercial business. Thus Eanna owned some 5 to 7 

thousand head of large horned cattle and 100 to 150 thousand sheep. 

According to one document this temple obtained during one year, 5,000 

kg of wool from its sheep.2® 

An important source of temple revenue was the tithe. It was collected 

from all the representatives of the free population: agricultural 

labourers, shepherds, gardeners, artisans, priests and officials of all 

ranks, including governors. The king also paid the tithe to all important 

temples in the country at the same time. Everybody else paid the tithe to 

the temple near which they possessed land or other sources of income. It 

was paid on gardens and fields, on the increase of cattle, on the yield of 

27 See for references A 998, 99-106. ^ See for references a 979. 
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wool, and so on. In most cases it was paid in the form of barley and dates, 

but quite often in silver, sesame, wool, clothing, cattle, fish, or artefacts. 

The king paid partly in gold. The tithe represented more or less a tenth 

part of the payer’s income, though the king’s tithe was relatively smaller. 

Special officials were engaged in collecting the tithe. Some people, 

unable to pay, had to borrow money from usurers pledging their houses 

and fields and sometimes even giving their children to the temple as 

slaves {sirku)^^ 

The structure of temple management is best known from data 

contained in the archive of Eanna. The senior administration of this 

sanctuary consisted of the king’s governor {bel temi) in Uruk, the estate 

manager of the temple {qepti), the head of the temple’s administrative 

council {satammu), and ‘Eanna’s scribe’. The last three managed the 

temple’s estates, supervised the temple slaves, and organized the 

allocation of the temple revenues to various purposes. Thus their 

functions were of an administrative, not religious, character. All the 

higher temple functionaries, except the governor of the city who was 

appointed by the king, were elected from among the citizens, apparently 

at a session of the people’s assembly at the Eanna temple. A more or less 

similar system prevailed in other important temples in the country. 

As the business correspondence of the temples was conducted for the 

greater part (if not entirely) on clay tablets, cuneiform scribes were 

indispensable. Thus in Eanna there worked simultaneously no less than 

twenty scribes, and a similar number would have been employed in other 

important temples. But not all of them were permanently occupied in 

writing; a temple scribe was primarily an employee of the administrative 

and economic system and his duties included establishing the amount of 

land rent, arranging the provision of cattle and other produce for 

sacrifices, issuing rations to the temple slaves, supervising all kinds of 

labour, and recovering debts from temple debtors. Many scribes fulfilled 

the functions of accountants. Besides this scribes were sent out to 

various regions subjected to the temples. Thus a letter from the archive 

of Eanna says that in case of an insufficiency of scribes in some particular 

place others would be sent there. Many scribes of Eanna made business 

trips to Babylon, Larsa, and other cities, including even the Phoenician 

city of Tyre. The majority of scribes worked in the temples for long 

periods (some for thirty to forty years or more) and this service was their 

main source of income. They received their pay in barley and dates 

(usually from i8o to 270 litres a month, sometimes up to 540 litres). 

Senior temple officials were often chosen from their number.^ 

Under Nabonidus the influence of the state over the temples gained in 

^ See A 1007. ^ Sec A 982, 85-96. 
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Strength. In particular, in 5 5 8 Nabonidus created in the Eanna temple the 

post of royal commissioner, whose functions to some extent had 

previously been carried out by ‘Eanna’s scribe’. The latter title now lost 

its importance and was held by all scribes of the temple.^’ The royal 

commissioner was independent of the temple, and one of his main duties 

was to hand over to the palace part of the temple’s revenues. For this 

purpose a special ‘king’s chest’ was created which received a specified 

part of the revenue in kind. In addition the temples had to contribute to 

state services by sending their slaves as farmers, shepherds, gardeners, or 

carpenters to work in the king’s household. 

The king and his staff began to interfere actively in temple matters, 

establishing rations for the temple slaves, the size of the temple prebend 

for various groups of the population, and rates of rental for temple 
fields.32 

IV. BASIC BRANCHES OF THE ECONOMY 

All cultivated land was exactly surveyed, as witness a large number of 

cadastre texts. A considerable part of it belonged to the temples, to 

members of the royal family, to important business houses, or to officials 

of the royal and temple administration. Small land-holders (especially in 

large cities) owned holdings from half a hectare to several hectares. Land 

was highly priced, making it more profitable to use it for gardens (mainly 

for date-palm plantations) than for cereal cultivation. 

Barley was the most widely cultivated cereal but spelt, wheat, sesame, 

peas, and flax were also sown. The density of barley sowing averaged 

135.5 litres per hectare; the yield varied from 955 to 4,050 litres per 

hectare, but averaged 1,890 litres. The crop was harvested from the end 

of April until the end of June. Dates equalled barley as a main food item 

and the average yield of dates from a hectare of garden was 8,820 litres. 

Young palm trees began to bear fruit in the sixth year after planting.^3 
Rainfall was scarce, and irrigation continued to play an important part 

in the country’s economy; new canals were dug and old ones maintained 

in exemplary order. These canals belonged to the state, to temples and in 

some cases to private individuals, but all land-owners and leaseholders 

could make use of their water for a fee. Silt from the canals was used as a 

fertilizer together with manure. 

Smallholders cultivated their fields themselves with the help of 

members of the family, and sometimes also with the help of labourers 

usually hired for the harvesting period. Owners of large estates let out 

their land on lease. The rent was usually either established in advance 

A 988, 108-10. ^ A 979- A 1005. 
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when the contract was made and depended on the presumed fertility of 

the land, the rent being paid in kind, or much less frequently in cash 

(siitu); or else it was assessed in arrears on the estimate of the standing 

crops {imittu). Usually the owner of the land received one-third of the 

crop and the lessee two-thirds. In most cases the contract was drawn up 

for one year, but if the land had been lying fallow it lasted for three years. 

For such land the lessee paid the owner nothing during the first year, in 

the second year only part of the usual rental, and in the third year the 

share of the crop normal for that province. Quite often extensive tracts 

of land were leased to head-lessees, who in their turn parcelled them out 

among sub-lessees. It also happened that two or more lessees rented land 

in common.^ 

If Babylonian texts composed after the occupation of Mesopotamia by 

the Persians are to be trusted, during the reign of Nabonidus famine 

decimated the population. But these texts, being composed to please the 

Persian king Cyrus, demand critical evaluation. Nabonidus in his own 

inscriptions asserts that during his reign Babylonia flourished. Some 

3,000 economic and private legal documents in his time testify to the 

country’s continuing economic prosperity, and the version of later 

Babylonian texts is obviously tendentious in representing him as having 

ruined his people. It is true that a document survives showing that in the 

year 5 44 famine reigned in the country. This information agrees with an 

official inscription of Nabonidus which says that after a drought and 

famine rains had come bringing plenty, and 254 (about 250 litres) of 

barley or 270 qii (about 270 litres) of dates cost one shekel, which is 

approximately one-third less than the normal price. 

Side by side with agriculture the most important branch of production 

was handicraft. Neo-Babylonian texts mention weavers, smiths, 

jewellers, house-builders, coppersmiths, carpenters, launderers, bakers, 

brewers, and other craftsmen. A craft was usually passed on within 

families from father to son. However no law required a man to inherit his 

father’s profession. Rather it was a tradition which was often broken. 

There existed in Babylonia no independent craft organization because 

the economic premises necessitating its creation did not yet exist, namely 

a market economy and the possibility for craftsmen to dispose freely of 

raw materials in any considerable quantity. To judge by documents of 

the archive of the temple of Eanna, craftsmen in Uruk, although in most 

cases freemen, worked for that temple and received from it their raw 

materials. They worked for the temple by voluntary agreement, and 

were remunerated in cash and in kind. Besides this some craftsmen (such 

as bakers and brewers) worked for the temple for a stipulated period each 

^ A 1022, 8ff. A 886, 247-8. 
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year in return for the revenue paid to persons entitled to a temple 

prebend. 

According to documents from Babylon, Nippur, and some other 

cities, craftsmen often contracted with clients for the manufacture of 

furniture, household utensils, or clothing, using either their own or the 

client’s materials. Some craftsmen may have worked for the open 

market, but on this we do not possess sufficient information. 

Some people sent their slaves to learn a craft because a qualified 

craftsman brought his master a much larger revenue than would an 

unskilled slave. Contracts have survived for teaching slaves such crafts 

as leather-dressing, shoe-making, weaving, dyeing, carpentry, and 

house-building. All these contracts concern male slaves sent for training. 

Their age is not stated but it may be confidently assumed that they were 

youngsters. The craft masters too were often slaves. The training lasted 

from 15 months to 6-8 years, according to the complexity of the craft, 

and during all that time the apprentice remained with the craft master. 

His owner was responsible for his keep, providing him with about a litre 

of barley a day and with clothing, so long as he remained with the craft 

master. The latter was remunerated by the slave’s labour and, in 

addition, at the end of successful training, received a present from the 

slave’s owner. But if the craft master did not fulfil his undertaking and 

had not taught the slave the full measure of his craft, he was required to 

pay back to the slave’s owner the value of the slave’s labour for the entire 

period of training, usually about 6 litres of barley a day, which for one 

year represented in cash terms i z shekels of silver. 

After the completion of his training the slave either worked for his 

owner or remained with the craft master, who paid his hire. Sometimes 

such a slave opened his own workshop paying his master quit-rent. 

In practice, however, only the wealthy could send their slaves for 

training, because during apprenticeship the owner not only had no profit 

from the slave but also had to provide for his keep. Therefore those who 

owned only a few slaves could not afford to have them trained in a craft 

with the prospect of drawing advantage from it only in several years’ 

time.^*’ 

v. COMPULSORY AND FREE LABOUR 

The greater part of the dependent population belonged to the estate of 

farm labourers {ikkaru). They owned no land of their own and laboured 

from one generation to the next on land belonging to the state, the 

temples, and private land-owners. Such labourers lived in rural districts 

^ A 1021. 
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which did not possess the characteristic structure of urban self-govern¬ 

ment. In the eyes of the law ikkaru were not considered as slaves; they 

lived with their families and could not be sold. Nevertheless, they were 

attached to the land and could not leave their place of residence without 

the permission of the owner. If they ran away, they were caught, 

shackled and brought back. These labourers worked all the year round 

under the supervision of their masters or the latters’ agents. Lists have 

survived in temple archives with detailed enumerations of dozens, and 

sometimes several hundreds, of labourers in each separate document. In 

these enumerations they are split into small groups of three or four, 

mostly representing separate families, each consisting of a father and his 

sons. 

The ikkaru received from the temple administration oxen, ploughs, 

shovels, seed for sowing, and quite frequently supplies of food for 

themselves and fodder for the cattle. When agricultural labour was over, 

the ikkaru returned the cattle to the temple. Temple officials made 

periodical inspections of the livestock and tools and of the seed-corn 

held by the ikkaruy’ 

The temples of Eanna and Ebabbar in Uruk and Sippar farmed out 

considerable tracts of land to rent collectors, the amount being estab¬ 

lished at the conclusion of the contract. The collector did not himself 

cultivate the land but passed it on to sub-lessees and was responsible to 

the temple administration for the yearly supply of a pre-determined 

quantity of farm produce. At the same time the temples quite often lent 

their ikkaru for hire to rent collectors together with the leased land, 

farming implements, and draught animals, passing on to them the 

ikkarti’s rations. The rent collectors were held responsible for the good 

state of the livestock and tools, and for the ikkaru. The latter were in their 

turn responsible to the rent collectors for the crops of that part of the 

land which they themselves cultivated. Customarily the temple supplied 

a quantity of draught animals and ikkaru corresponding to the area of 

land leased. Thus, according to a contract drawn up in the year 5 5 5 b.c. 

in Larsa, the Eanna temple leased to two men 7,410 hectares of land. In 

the first year of the lease the rent collectors received from the temple 

3,000 kur (540,000 litres) of barley for sowing and 10 talents (300 kg) of 

iron for ploughshares. Besides this they received 400 ikkaru, 400 oxen, 

and 100 ‘large’ cows to replace oxen that were worn out. As rent they 

were required to supply the temple yearly with 2 5,000 kur (4.5 m htres) of 

best quahty barley and 10,000 kur (1.8 m litres) of choice dates.Thus 

for each 18.5 hectares of land the rent collectors had at their disposal one 

ikkaru and one ox. But according to the conditions of the contract the 

A 815, 590-625. ^ A 1005, 90-104. 
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leased land was to be cultivated in alternate years, half of it remaining 

fallow in each year. As only half of the land was cultivated at one time, on 

average some 9 hectares was the ikkaru’s share; but so much land could 

hardly be cultivated by one man. Obviously the rent collectors were 

obliged to hire sub-leaseholders (calculating approximately 4 hectares 

for each man) and also add the necessary number of oxen and quantity of 

seed-corn. In other words, in this particular case the rent-collectors 

probably had recourse to the labour of some 500 free leaseholders in 

addition to the 400 ikkaru. 

According to another contract drawn up in Uruk in 545 b.c., a rent 

collector received 812 hectares of ploughland belonging to the temple of 

Eanna. A thousand ikkaru were put at his disposal, 100 oxen, 50 ‘large’ 

cows, and for the first year of the lease also 625 kur (i 12,500 litres) of 

barley for sowing and 5 talents 20 minas (160 kg) of iron for plough¬ 

shares. The full amount of the lease rent was 5,000 kMr (900,000 litres) of 

barley a year. Of particular interest is the statement that 50 out of the 100 

ikkaru put at the disposal of the lessor by the temple would receive from 

the temple’s stocks by way of provisions for the first year of the lease 120 

kur (21,600 litres) of barley - 720 litres for each man or approximately 2 

litres a day.^’ 

According to a contract concluded by the temple of Ebabbar in 

Sippar, a man who rented 79 hectares of land also had put at his disposal 

12 oxen, 8 ikkaru, keep for the latter and fodder for the cattle, grain for 

sowing and agricultural implements.'*® 

The ikkaru put at the disposal of rent collectors were obliged to 

surrender a pre-determined part of the crop from the land allotted to 

them according to the size and fertility of the field. The rent collector 

having collected from all the ikkaru the crops due from them settled his 

accounts with the temple. One can cite as an example that one rent 

collector had during 5 5} b.c. collected from the ikkaru under his control 

and delivered to the temple of Eanna 10,156 kur (1,824,480 litres) of 

barley.'** 

In conquering new territories, or in suppressing rebellions in pre¬ 

viously conquered provinces, the Babylonian kings seized the local 

inhabitants (particularly qualified craftsmen) and enslaved them. 

Already at the time of Nabopolassar, the founder of the Neo-Babylonian 

dynasty, intensive building was in progress in Babylonia; this reached 

impressive proportions under Nebuchadrezzar. The labour of prisoners 

of war was widely used on such works as canal-digging, road-building 

and the construction of palaces; the text of Nabonidus’ stela found at 

Harran in upper Mesopotamia says that the gods Marduk and Nergal 

39 A 1005, 38-40. ^ A 815,606. A 1005, 74-6. 
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granted to him 2,850 prisoners from Hume (Cilicia) to carry bricks 

during the building of the temple of Sin at Harran. Among the ruins of 

the royal quarters in Babylon texts were found enumerating the rations 

of prisoners of war. In these documents, dating from 5 95 to 5 70, after the 

wars with Egypt and the Phoenicians and the capture of Jerusalem, there 

are mentioned in particular 46 Egyptians and 90 ship-builders from the 

Phoenician city of Tyre, as well as other qualified craftsmen and Jewish 
prisoners.“*2 

The kings handed over to temples some of the prisoners of war as 

slaves. Nabonidus made a simultaneous gift to several temples of 2,850 

men deported from other countries. He also handed over many slaves to 

the temple of Sin in Ur, together with fields, gardens, large horned cattle, 

and sheep.‘*3 In this connexion one may note that a significant source for 

the increasing contingents of temple slaves was the consecration to the 

temples of privately owned slaves by their pious masters."*^ 

Nebuchadrezzar brought to the building of Babylonian temples 

craftsmen ‘from the Upper to the Lower sea’ - from the Mediterranean 

to the Persian Gulf — but apparently the majority of these people were 

able to return home after the completion of their service. As a rule only 

an insignificant part of the prisoners of war were turned into slaves, 

distributed among palace, temple, and private households. The majority 

were settled on state land which they farmed independently, paying state 

taxes and carrying out services, often including service in the army. At 

the same time some of these prisoners of war owned their own slaves. 

Thus in the year 597 b.c. almost ten thousand persons, not counting 

women and children, mainly belonging to the nobility, warriors, and 

craftsmen, were taken from Jerusalem to Babylonia. Biblical sources 

represent this captivity as the bondage of slavery. In reality, however, 

the captives were not enslaved but settled in specially designated 

regions, in particular near Nippur, on land that had become neglected. 

The question arises why the Babylonian kings did not turn the whole 

mass of prisoners of war into slaves. Slavery was after all the most 

effective form of dependence, and there was hardly ever a lack of 

prisoners of war, nor were there any legal or moral bars to such bondage. 

However the slave sector in Babylonia, as elsewhere in the ancient 

Orient, was unable to absorb all the prisoners of war. The reason is to be 

found in the comparatively low level of economic development and 

goods-money relations, and in the lack of intensive production methods 

in which slave labour could be utilized on a large scale. It was the labour 

of free agriculturists and leaseholders that formed the basis of the rural 

economy, and in crafts the labour of free craftsmen and relatively few 

A 925. <5 For references sec A 815, 472. " See a 81472-82. 
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privileged slaves. Slave labour was less effective and needed constant 

supervision. An average slave sought in every way to avoid the task 

assigned to him, showed no initiative, and was not interested in the 

results of his labour or in its quality. It was difficult to establish effective 

control over slaves, as the basic type of economy was the smallholder’s 

and peasant’s household, and there were no large workshops employing 

slave labour. 

The labour of slaves was thus utilized mainly for work which did not 

demand high qualifications or expensive supervision, work in which 

slaves could be occupied throughout the year, not seasonally; therefore 

the more complex processes of production were carried out by freemen. 

The documents contain hardly any data on the utilization of the labour of 

privately owned slaves in agriculture, with the exception of cases in 

which the slaves appear as leaseholders. Major land-owners preferred to 

deal with free leaseholders, leasing to them small plots of land, because 

slave labour demanded constant supervising and correspondingly heavy 

expense. Therefore there were in Babylonia no true latifmdia except 

those of the temples, and such large land-ownership as existed relied on 

small-scale exploitation. When large land-owners had recourse to the 

help of their own slaves, they either allotted land for independent 

exploitation on peculium rights or more often rented it out to them.‘*5 

On the fields belonging to the temples there laboured a comparatively 

large number of slaves, but they cultivated only part of the temple lands, 

the rest being cultivated partly by ikkaru and partly by free leaseholders. 

Temple administrations also suffered from runaway slaves. It sometimes 

happened that when slaves took cattle to pasture they would run away 

and take the cattle with them. The temple management therefore sought 

mainly to hire free shepherds. The advantage of such economic manage¬ 

ment was that in cases of theft, outbreak of disease, and other kinds of 

loss, the shepherds were obliged to make the loss good to the temple out 

of their own property. 

Although the temples and large business houses owned dozens and 

sometimes hundreds of slaves, and wealthy citizens had from two to five 

each, they were on the whole far fewer than the population of freemen. 

When owners were unable to use slave labour in their household 

economy or thought it disadvantageous, the slaves were often left to 

fend for themselves, with the payment of a pre-determined quit-rent 

from the property {peculium) occupied by them. The amount of the quit- 

rent varied according to the slave’s property, but on average it amounted 

in money terms to 12 shekels of silver a year. The slave himself cost at 

that time on average about one mina of silver, and a female slave about 5 o 

shekels.'*® 

’5 A 815, 252-78. « A 81 5, 181-206. 
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There were at that time in Babylonia a comparatively large number of 

slaves living with their families and owning considerable property, 

which they were free to pledge, lease, or sell. Slaves could also have their 

own seals, and appear as witnesses at the conclusion of various business 

deals by freemen or by other slaves. They could go to law among 

themselves and sue freemen, with the natural exception of their masters. 

Such slaves could buy other slaves for work in their households as well as 

hire slaves and freemen. Nevertheless, such slaves could not buy their 

freedom, because the right to enfranchise belonged in all cases to their 

masters, and the wealthier the slave the less advantageous it was for his 

master to give him his freedom. 

Although from the legal point of view the freeing of slaves was 

admissible, documentary data on manumission are extremely rare. The 

freeing of slaves was limited to cases in which a slave owner in his old 

age, having no children or not wishing to become dependent on them, 

sought to interest a slave in the prospect of future freedom and ensure his 

loyal service to the end of his days. In such cases the freed slave was 

obliged to supply his late master with food and clothing, and acquired 

full freedom only after his death. But if a former slave neglected his duty 

to provide for his master, he could again be reduced to slavery by the 

destruction of the document of manumission. But for temple slaves, all 

ways to freedom were closed.**® 

As has been noted above, in Neo-Babylonian times debt bondage was 

of little importance: and the less debt bondage is developed the greater 

is the role played by free hired labour in the general structure of the 

economy. The amount of pay of hired freemen fluctuated from 3 to 12 

shekels of silver a year, and in some cases rose to 50 shekels and more, but 

on the average it was 12 shekels. Boatmen and men employed on 

earthworks were particularly highly paid, and a large number of texts tell 

us about the money paid to hired workers who dug or cleared irrigation 

canals belonging to temples. Several documents mention the issuing of 

money and provisions (including ale) to hired workers in the household 

of the Eanna temple occupied in making, baking, and colouring bricks 

and bringing them to building sites. Shipwrights and shipmasters also 

worked as hired hands in Eanna while others were occupied in hauling 

boats, guarding temple property, and other comparable tasks. 

By comparison the hiring of slaves was temporary and infrequent. 

The pay for a slave’s labour was equal to that of a free hired hand, but it 

was received not by him but by his master. Besides, when at times a hired 

worker found himself in economic difficulties, the hirer was able to 

dictate his conditions to him. It was therefore more advantageous to hire 

freemen. 

” A 8i>, 384-97- « A 815.458-55. 
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Although the temples had at their disposal a certain number of slaves 

trained as craftsmen, there were not enough to satisfy even to a minimal 

extent the needs of the temple economy. The temple administration was 

obliged throughout the year to turn to free jewellers, brewers, bakers, 

tanners, smiths, copper-smiths, carpenters, weavers, launderers and 

potters. Quite often the temples sought the help of craftsmen from other 

towns, evidently because their number in the local town was insufficient. 

Thus a number of documents from the archive of the temple of Ebabbar 

in Sippar certify the payment to ‘craftsmen who have come from 

Babylon’. 

The temple administration was also obliged to have recourse to hired 

labour to cultivate the land and harvest the crops, attracting men even 

from the neighbouring country of Elam. Private land-owners were 

also forced to make wide use of the labour of free hired workers. Where 

such labour was in short supply, pay would be correspondingly high. 

Particularly characteristic in this respect are letters from temple officials 

to their supervisors in which they ask first for money to pay hired 

labourers who might otherwise abandon their jobs, and secondly for 

iron fetters to be sent for temple slaves who run away. Hired labourers 

were interested in the work when they were paid punctually, while the 

slaves (especially when it was a case of heavy labour such as the 

construction of irrigation works) did all they could to escape from work. 

Parties of hired labourers numbering up to several hundreds were not 

infrequent. They occasionally refused to work in protest against 

unpunctual payment of their wages, irregular issuing of victuals, or low 

pay. The correspondence of temple officials shows that the temple 

administration understood the necessity of satisfying the demands of 

hired labourers, for if they refused to work it would be impossible to 

replace them by temple slaves.'’^ 

VI. TRADE 

Under the Chaldaean kings Babylonia enjoyed economic prosperity. 

Within the country there was a busy trade between the different cities, 

carried on mainly by boats along the rivers. In both internal and external 

trade a prominent role was played by a few powerful business houses. 

The oldest of these was the Egibi house, which had already begun its 

activity by the end of the eighth century and continued till the beginning 

of the fifth century, buying and selling fields, houses, and slaves. The 

Egibi also carried on banking operations, accepting deposits, issuing 

and receiving promissory notes, paying the debts of their clients. 

A 982A. 
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financing and founding commercial enterprises. The Egibi house, like 

the other Babylonian business houses, did not for the most part finance 

their operations from credit deposits entrusted to them but worked from 

their own assets. The depositors of the Egibi house were usually persons 

already connected with it by common business interests. Some members 

were also in the king’s service (for example, as judges). 

Considerable specialization in trade is demonstrated by the fact that 

the texts mention not only plain tamkaru (merchants) but also tamkaru of 

the king and of governors, as well as tamkaru engaged in buying and 

selling cattle and dates. Temples also often had recourse to the services of 

the tamkaru. The king’s tamkaru dealt in selling goods belonging to the 

king and carried on usury in the king’s interest. Thus, according to a 

document of the time of Nebuchadrezzar, a king’s merchant paid in 

Babylon a certain quantity of silver out of the ‘king’s property’ for gold. 

It is noteworthy that the ‘chief tamkaru' at the court of Nebuchadrezzar 

was Hanunu, who, judging by his name, was a Phoenician. 

However, in Neo-Babylonian times trade could be carried on not only 

by professional merchants and their agents but also by any private 

person. Texts frequently mention town merchants who dealt in salt, 

imported wine, beer, confectionery, crockery, and so on. These vendors 

carried on a retail trade in the streets and took their wares to the houses of 

the wealthy. Concerning regularly functioning urban markets we do not 

possess yet any definite information.®* 

Some of the professional traders specialized in international 

commerce. Babylonia continued to serve as a link in the trade between 

the Phoenician and Palestinian world to the west and the countries to the 

south and east of Mesopotamia. Especially lively was the trade with 

Egypt, Syria, Phoenicia, Elam, Cyprus, and Asia Minor. From Egypt 

there came to Babylonia large quantities of alum used for bleaching wool 

and clothing and for medical purposes, and of linen, which was much in 

demand because of its high quality. From Syria and Phoenicia there came 

honey, aromatic substances, blue-purple wool, and timber for building. 

These goods were taken overland to the Euphrates and carried down¬ 

stream by boat to Babylon, the largest centre of international trade of the 

times, and from there distributed to the various towns in the country¬ 

side. The importing of such wares was carried out by commercial 

companies specially created to finance trade on a large scale. Each 

shareholder received in proportion to the sum previously invested by 

him a share of the profits subsequently realized. From Syria came various 

substances for dyeing textiles, the production of which flourished at the 

time in Babylonian towns, which had become important centres for 

“ A 1028, 39-47. ** A 1008, 69-71. 
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producing woollen clothing. The clothing was exported to neighbour¬ 

ing countries, in particular to Elam. Grain and other agricultural 

products were also exported from Babylonia. Trade with Greece is 

attested by quantities of Greek pottery (almost all from Athens) found at 

Babylon. Iron from the western coast of Asia Minor and copper from 

Cyprus were imported in large quantities. Documents dating from the 

years 5 51-5 50 prove the delivery of several hundreds of kilos of iron and 

copper from Yaman (‘Ionia’, here the Greek sea-coast of Asia Minor, in 

other contexts Greece in general) for the temple of Eanna in Uruk. These 

texts tell of the import from Syria and Lebanon of various dyes, blue- 

purple wool, spices, honey, twenty jars of white wine, and some 130 kg 

of Egyptian alum. Iron was also brought from Cilicia; a document of the 

time of Nabonidus tells us of the acquisition there of over 900 kg of this 

metal. Another text from the year 601 b.c. records the delivery to 

weavers of over 2 kg of ‘Ionian’ blue-purple wool for producing 

garments for statues of the goddesses of the temple of Eanna.In 

maritime trade in the time of Nebuchadrezzar the leading role was taken 

by Ur, which was well placed on the route from the Indian Ocean to the 

Mediterranean. 

Prices for basic commodities were as follows; one kur (approximately 

180 litres) of barley or dates cost one shekel (8.42 gr) of silver, one kur of 

sesame seed ten shekels, four litres of honey one shekel, one talent (50 

kg) of salt one shekel, one mina (305 gr) of wool half a shekel (but one 

mina of imported blue-purple wool cost about 15 shekels). Outer 

garments could be bought for 2 shekels. An ox cost about 20 shekels, a 

cow a few shekels less, a sheep 2 shekels. A jug of barley or date beer cost 

less than one shekel. A boat cost one mina or more, a house from i to 5 

minas. Burnt bricks cost from 50 to 100 per shekel. For the same amount 

of silver one could buy 25 kg of asphalt, used as building cement. 

Donkeys, which served as a basic means of transport for supplying heavy 

material, had a high price — up to 50 shekels. A field of one hectare cost 2 

to 3 minas or more, a date-palm grove or a garden of the same size was 

one and a half or two times as expensive. 

Metal, although it was exclusively imported, was comparatively low 

priced. Thus 303 kg of copper from ‘Ionia’ was sold in Uruk for 3 minas 

20 shekels of silver, 18.5 kg of tin for 55.5 shekels, about 65.5 kg of iron 

from Lebanon for 42.6 shekels. One paid 1 mina 17.3 shekels for 217.5 kg 

of Egyptian alum, and 36.6 shekels of silver for 28 kg of lapis lazuli. 

In internal trade, payments were made by means of silver ingots in 

various forms, squared, circular, or star-shaped. Minted coin was not 

used at all in the country. There was a detailed technical terminology for 

52 A 697. 53 A lOI I. 
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determining the purity of the silver in common use to safeguard traders 

and buyers from fraud. Silver ingots contained various proportions of 

alloy (most frequently an eighth part, more rarely a fifth, tenth, or 

twelfth), and carried a stamp designating the standard. Apparently 

private persons as well as temples had the right to produce silver ingots, 

giving them a definite shape, weight, and purity similar to those which 

were already current. Frequent selling and buying wore the ingots 

slightly away, but this was unimportant as they were weighed in each 

transaction. Texts often mention ‘refined silver’ freed of alloy by melting 

down. So'Called ‘white silver’, having a high percentage of alloy, had less 

value. 

The palace and the temples had devised a standard technique for the 

monetary realization of large sums of taxes, voluntary gifts, and other 

income. As the taxes were paid in silver of lower value, to achieve 

uniformity this silver was sent to palace and temple workshops for 

purifying and remoulding into ingots of standard weight and quality, 

after which the ingots were stored in the treasuries. 

Gold was regarded as merchandise and was not used as money. The 

relation of gold to silver was approximately i to 15.6. For instance in 696 

B.c. the temple Eanna bought various quantities of gold from different 

individuals, among them 6 minas from one tamkaru on the basis of i 

talent i mina 3 shekels (30 kg 5 30 gr) of silver for 4 minas 2 5 shekels (2 kg 

230 gr) of gold.55 

^ A 1019. 55 A !OI I, 23. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



CHAPTER 2Sh 

BABYLONIAN MATHEMATICS, ASTROLOGY, 

AND ASTRONOMY 

ASGER AABOE 

In no domain has the influence of ancient Mesopotamia on Western 

civilization been more profound and decisive than in theoretical astron¬ 

omy and, principally through it, mathematics. Indeed, in the course of 

the last few decades it has become increasingly clear that all Western 

efforts in the exact sciences are descendants in direct line from the work 

of the Late Babylonian astronomers. 

The anonymous creators of Babylonian theoretical astronomy — 

probably of the fourth or fifth century b.c. - drew their essential 

ingredients from several branches of learning and literature, chief among 

them mathematics and, for observations, the astronomical diaries, 

closely linked to the celestial omen texts. 

I. BABYLONIAN MATHEMATICS 

Babylonian mathematical texts are plentiful and well edited.' In respect 

of time they fall in two distinct groups: one Old Babylonian from the 

centuries about 1600 b.c., the other mainly Seleucid from the last three or 

four centuries b.c. In respect of content there is scarcely any difference 

between the two groups of texts. Thus Babylonian mathematics 

remained constant, in character and content, for nearly two millennia. Its 

nascent phase escapes us entirely. 

The backbone of Babylonian mathematics is the sexagesimal number 

system. It is a place-value system, like our decimal system, but of base 60 

rather than 10. It was used to write both whole numbers and certain 

fractions (the equivalents of our decimal fractions) and was without 

doubt the most efficient way of writing numbers in antiquity. It alone 

reduced the standard four operations of arithmetic to matters of mere 

routine, particularly with the aid of the multiplication and reciprocal 

tables that we find in great numbers. (The sexagesimal system was 

adopted by the Hellenistic astronomers Hipparchus (r. 150 b.c.) and 

Ptolemy (c. a.d. i 50) for writing the fractional parts of numbers, and so 

we still subdivide our hours and degrees in the Babylonian manner.) 

' See A 1031; A 1056; A 1057; A 1048. 
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The mathematical texts fall largely into two classes: table texts, in 

which are tabulated functions of various complexity, and problem texts, 

in which problems are posed and solved. A large problem text contains 

many examples, often ringing changes in pedagogical order on a central 

theme. 

From the multitude of texts Babylonian mathematics emerges as a 

creation with well-defined features. Since the sexagesimal number 

system made numerate Mesopotamians sovereign computers, it is hardly 

surprising that Babylonian mathematics shows a strong preference for 

what we today would call algebra and number theory. Though we 

encounter a considerable amount of geometrical knowledge, geometry 

often serves merely as a guise for essentially algebraic problems, as when 

in the statement of a quadratic equation you are asked to add an area and 

a length in violation of geometrical sense. Further, the geometrical 

problems all aim at computing some numerical quantity, be it length, 

area, or volume. 

More specifically, we find solutions of first and second degree 

equations (the latter according to the still current ‘formula’) and some of 

these require the reduction of expressions of great complexity. In the 

geometrical vein the Babylonians computed correctly areas and volumes 

of simple polygons and solids and, most surprisingly, they freely used 

the so-called Pythagorean theorem over a millennium before Pythagor¬ 

as’ birth. We even have a text (Plimpton 522)2 which implies fifteen 

solutions in whole numbers of some magnitude of the Pythagorean 

equation 

X2 -t- y2 = ^2 

However, nowhere do we find a theorem stated in general terms, nor 

anything like a proof, though sometimes a solution is so detailed that the 

underlying general procedure becomes quite obvious. 

II. BABYLONIAN ASTRONOMY 

The mathematical texts of known provenance come from a number of 

sites scattered over ancient Mesopotamia. In contrast, the bulk of the 

astronomical texts derives from only three locations. 

From Ashurbanipal’s library in Nineveh (Kouyunjik) we have most 

of the texts centred on the series of celestial omens, Enuma Anu Enlil. 

Secondly, we have a group of some 1,600 astronomical texts obtained 

from dealers during the last decades of the last century; they were the 

product of unscientific excavations of what must have been an extensive 

astronomical archive somewhere in the city of Babylon. About 1,200 of 

2 A 1037, 38. 
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these are non-mathematical astronomical texts, classified by A. Sachs as 

Diaries, Almanacs and Goal-Year texts.^ The rest are concerned with 

mathematical astronomy, and we shall refer to them as being of the ^CT 

type after the standard abbreviation of O. Neugebauer’s Astronomical 

Cuneiform Texts,^ where most of them were published. 

Thirdly, there is a smaller group of texts, mostly of the ACT type, that 

come from Uruk, most likely from the domain of the Res sanctuary. 

In respect of content we have, then, three principal classes of 

astronomical texts. First there are those which in one way or another are 

concerned with astronomical omens. At the core of this class is the series 

of about 70 tablets now, as in antiquity, known by its opening phrase 

‘Eniima Anu EnliT (When [the gods] Anu and Ellil). The contents of this 

collection of omens are presumably very old, but only a few Old 

Babylonian fragments of some of the tablets are known. The two-tablet 

series Mul Apin is more astronomical in character and very likely 

younger than Eniima Anu Enlil. Finally there are the Royal Reports 

written by specialists in astronomical omens from various cities of the 

kingdom to the Assyrian king.^ Such a report may contain an obser¬ 

vation and an interpretation of its significance according to the canonical 

texts, mostly Eniima Anu Enlil. These reports date from about 700 b.c. 

The second class, that of the Astronomical Diaries and related texts, 

contains or is based on a high proportion of observations. They come 

from the astronomical archive in Babylon and span in time the interval 

from about 750 b.c. to a.d. 75, the text from this last year being the latest 

datable text written in cuneiform.* 

Thirdly, the mathematical astronomical texts, those of the ACT type, 

come from the astronomical archive in Babylon and from Uruk. They 

are, in respect of date, from the last three or four centuries b.c. (the Uruk 

texts stop before c. 150 b.c.), so they represent one of the last, as well as 

one of the finest contributions of Mesopotamian culture. 

The three groups of texts are intimately connected. Indeed, all three 

categories were kept in the archive in Babylon; the scribes who wrote 

even the elaborate theoretically computed ephemerides^ of ACT called 

themselves by the title tupiar Enuma Anu Enlil (scribe of [the series] 

Eniima Anu Enlil'). The Diaries can be viewed as collections of raw 

material for omens, and they provided in the process the observational 

basis for constructing the theories behind the ACT texts; and, finally, 

the ACT texts predict precisely the core of the celestial phenomena 

recorded in the Diaries. 

Lastly, a few remarks about the astronomical archive in Babylon. 

^ A 1044. * A 1059. 5 A 1032. * A 1047. 

’ An ephcmeris lists daces and corresponding astronomical information, not necessarily day by 

day. 
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Colophons, names of scribes, scribal families, runs of the British 

Museum’s accession numbers, and many other features assure its 

existence, but we do not know its precise location within the vast ruins of 

Babylon, for all the texts from it were excavated without records being 

kept. The earliest Diary is dated by A. Sachs to —651 ( = 652 b.c.),® and 

recently he published six texts from a.d. 31 to 75These late texts throw 

a particularly interesting light on the activities around the archive. By 

275 B.c. the government had moved from Babylon to Seleucia and 

Antiochus ended Babylon’s civil existence. The once great and glamor¬ 

ous metropolis fell rapidly into decay, and some three centuries later 

Strabo, who died c. a.d. 20, writes that the greater part of Babylon is 

deserted and quotes the comic poet who said ‘The Great City is a great 

desert’. Yet these six texts show that even after Strabo’s time there were 

still people living in the ruins of Babylon who not only knew, and taught 

others, the difficult art of reading and writing technical Akkadian in 

cuneiform, but who also had access to the astronomical archive and the 

desire and competence to use and increase it. Here one may well recall 

that Pliny (d. a.d. 79) in Natural History vi.30.121/2 remarks about 

Babylon, ‘The temple of Jupiter Belus still remains - it was here the 

creator of the science of astronomy was - the rest has reverted to desert.’ 

Indeed, many of the astronomical texts from Babylon carry the invo¬ 

cation ina amat Bel u Beltia liUim (at the command of [the deities] Bel and 

Beltia, may it go well). 

III. CELESTIAL OMEN TEXTS, ASTROLOGY 

Of the seventy tablets of the series Eniima Anu Enlil of celestial omens, 

the first twenty-three concern the Moon and the next twenty the Sun. 

Then follow a few tablets of meteorological omens, and the last twenty 

deal with planets and fixed stars. 

Most of the astronomical protases are vague and qualitative in the 

extreme (‘If Jupiter remains in the sky in the morning...’). Thus we find 

much concern about the physical appearance of the Moon, for example, 

on the important evening of its first appearance or during eclipses, 

whether it is light or dark, which way its horns point, or whether it is 

surrounded by a halo. 

Tablet 63, the famous, if not notorious, Venus Tablet of Ammis- 

aduqa, offers a sharp contrast to this vagueness. The protases of its total 

of fifty-nine omens give month and dates of first and last visibility of 

Venus as a morning or evening star, and the length in days of its periods 

of invisibihty, for twenty-one consecutive years. The link to Ammis- 

® There is a difference between the astronomical and historical reckoning of early dates thus: year 
0= I B.C., yeat —1 = 2 b.c., etc. ’ a 1047. 
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aduqa is provided by the tenth omen: instead of the expected apodosis it 

gives what Kugler brilliantly read as ‘The Year of the Golden Throne’, 

the name of the eighth of his twenty-one regnal years. It is very natural to 

assume that the protases constitute an observational record of the 

appearances and disappearances of Venus for the reign of Ammisaduqa, 

and this assumption has underlain the role this text has played in modern 

attempts at establishing an absolute Old Babylonian chrqnology. 

The text’s information about Venus, Sun, and Moon (this last because 

the calendar is strictly lunar) was used by Langdon, Fotheringham and 

Schoch in their edition of the text,*® and they were able to restrict, on 

astronomical grounds, the beginning of Ammisaduqa’s reign to a 

limited number of possibilities in the early second millennium. Most 

historians chose to use one of the middle chronologies, but for no 

strongly compelling reason. 

In a lunar calendar, where a new month begins with the first 

appearance of the new crescent Moon, a month is either hollow (it has 

twenty-nine days) or full (thirty days), at least for Mediterranean 

latitudes. On the average there are slightly more full than hollow 

months, but the sequence of full and hollow months is highly irregular, 

and so contains much information. Langdon, Fotheringham and Schoch 

had tried to check their various chronologies against what they knew of 

full and hollow months, but their data were bad, and their results 

inconclusive. 

In 1982 Peter Huber published the results of a long and deep 

investigation of these matters.*' He had at his disposal the new edition of 

the Venus Tablet by Reiner and Pingree,*^ a fuller record of Old 

Babylonian full and hollow months provided by several Assyriologists, 

as well as some eclipse records and a few data from the Ur III period. He 

subjected this material to a highly sophisticated statistical analysis (made 

possible, not only by his great expertise, but also by the availability of 

modern computers) and reached the firm conclusion that the ‘Long 

Chronology’ made eminent sense, while the others made no sense at all. 

Thus we have Ammisaduqa i= —1701 (1702 b.c.), so Hammurabi 

began his reign in 1848 b.c. There seems, then, to remain but two 

reasonable choices; one must either reject the Venus Tablet as chronolo¬ 

gical evidence, or accept the ‘Long Chronology’. 

The imperfectly understood seventy tablets of Eniima Anu Enlil are at 

the centre of what at present seems a morass of related texts: extracts, 

commentaries, and reports. Once all of this material is brought under 

control we shall very likely have a firm grasp of the state of astrology in 

Mesopotamia, and the role of ‘diviners’, near the end of the Assyrian 

A 1035. “ A 1033. A 1042. 
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empire, and we may also be afforded some notion of the tradition of some 
of the texts. The first step must, however, be to edit the relevant texts. An 
edition of the planetary omens by Reiner and Pingree is in progress,but 
otherwise we have only excerpts and surveys at our disposal. 

The same situation obtains for Mul Apin, a series of two tablets. 
Though it contains some omens, it is principally a compendium of 
astronomical lore. One could call the presentation theoretical, but the 
treatment of various astronomical phenomena, like length of daylight, is 
always schematic in the extreme. The dates of the various parts of the 
series Mul Apin, its intended use, and the tradition of the texts cannot be 
determined at present. 

The type of astrology we find in Enuma Anu Enlil is called judicial: the 
apodoses are concerned with events and conditions that affect king or 
country, such as war and peace, quality of harvest, and weather (‘springs 
will open, Adad will bring his rain, Ea his floods; king will send 
messages of reconciliation to king’).''* 

In contrast to judicial astrology we have personal astrology with its 
horoscopes for important events in the life of an individual, particularly 
birth. There is nothing astrological in the horoscope itself: it is simply a 
statement of the positions of Sun, Moon, and planets, perhaps also the 
rising point of the ecliptic (horoscopus), and other astronomical matters of 
interest, not observed, but somehow calculated for the horizon of a 
given locality at a certain moment. All this is purely astronomical, in the 
modern sense of the word. Astrology enters only in the interpretation of 
the horoscope’s information. 

Virtually all the evidence for horoscopy is from Hellenistic and 
Roman times when personal astrology gained great popularity. Though 
there are many, but usually very vague, references to Chaldaeans and 
Babylonians in the Greek and Latin astrological literature, the cuneiform 
evidence for personal astrology was scant and published in scattered 
places with varying competence. Until 1952 it was, in fact, possible to 
build a persuasive case for a Hellenistic origin of personal astrology. 
However, in that year A. Sachs gathered all the published cuneiform 
horoscopes, added several unpublished ones as well as related texts, and 
subjected them to a uniform and highly competent treatment.He 
managed to date, on astronomical grounds, the horoscopes whose dates 
were broken off, and the earliest was from 410 B.c. In addition he had 
four horoscopes from the third century b.c., so there is no doubt about 
the Babylonian priority in horoscopic astrology. At the moment it seems 
hkely, but not certain, that Hellenistic and Roman personal astrology 
was derived from its Babylonian predecessor. 

U A 1042; A 1043. See also a 1040. a 1042, 29. 's a 1044a. 
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IV. ASTRONOMICAL DIARIES AND RELATED TEXTS 

When A. Sachs published his classification of non-mathematical astrono¬ 

mical texts'^ he had at his disposal a dozen of them. Half a decade later his 

survey of part of the holdings of the British Museum increased his 

material a hundred-fold, and he spent the rest of his life working on these 

texts. Miraculously his original classification of them as Diaries, Alma¬ 

nacs, Goal-Year texts, and Excerpts survived this violent expansion. 

In time, the texts cover, though not uniformly, the interval from c 7 5 o 

B.c. to A.D. 7 5, and nearly all of them come from the astronomical archive 

in Babylon, as we have already said. At the centre of this group of texts 

are the Astronomical Diaries; all the others are derived from them in one 

way or another.'^ 

The unit in a Diary is one month, beginning with a statement about 

the new crescent, whether it was high or low, and the time from Sunset to 

moonset in time degrees (one day is 560 time degrees, so one time degree 

is four of our minutes). We are told if this interval was measured or 

estimated, and whether the previous month turned out to be hollow or 

full (the first sighting of the new Moon marks the beginning of a new 

month). The Diary then follows the progress of the Moon throughout 

the month, noting when it passes one of the thirty-one Normal Stars as 

well as the visible planets, whether above or below, and often by how 

much. Finally we learn when the Moon last could be seen, and how long 

It then was, again in time degrees, from moonrise to sunrise, and so ends 

the main part of the Diary unit, unless there happens to be a solar eclipse 

at the subsequent conjunction of Sun and Moon. At mid-month we find 

four time intervals between the four combinations of horizon crossings 

of Sun and Moon near full Moon (the full Moon rises near sunset and sets 

near sunrise), as well as remarks about a lunar eclipse whenever one 

occurs. 

Interspersed in this account of the Moon’s monthly behaviour, and in 

proper chronological order, is information about the planets, about 

unfavourable weather conditions and uncommon meteorological phe¬ 

nomena such as rainbows and haloes. 

After this day-by-day account of astronomical and meteorological 

events we find several terse statements that concern the month as a 

whole, first about the state of the commodities market In the form of how 

much one shekel of silver would buy of certain staples, barley, dates, 

pepper(?), cress(?), sesame, and wool (always in this order). It is noted if 

the prices changed in the course of the month (in one extreme case we are 

given quotations for morning, midday, and afternoon of a single day). 

’6 A 1044. 

A 1029, in which the only English translation (by A. Sachs) to date of a Diary is published. 
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Next we find mentioned the zodiacal signs in which the planets resided 

during the month, followed by a report on the monthly change in the 

level of the Euphrates. Concluding the monthly unit of a Diary we often 

find a terse historical statement. It may concern an event of little interest 

to a modern scholar — an outbreak of fire in some quarter of Babylon or a 

theft from the temple. However, then again we can read about the 

enthusiasm with which the cities of Babylonia greeted Alexander’s 

troops as liberators after Arba^il, and later about Alexander’s death in 
Baby Ion.'8 

The importance of the Diaries, once they are published,'^ lies not only 

in the kind of information they contain — astronomical, meteorological, 

economic, and historical - and in the long time interval they span, but 

also in the fact that because of the ever-presence of the swiftly moving 

Moon we can date them to the very day, if we can date them at all. 

Among the related texts the Goal-Year texts ought to be mentioned. 

Such a text predicts the behaviour of Moon and planets for a given year — 

the goal year - by presenting information extracted from Diaries that 

antedate the goal year by astronomically significant periods (71 or 83 

years for Jupiter, 8 years for Venus, 46 years for Mercury, and so on). 

This happens to be a quite efficient way of predicting phenomena of the 

sort considered, and it is based on a recognition of the periodic character 

of planetary and lunar behaviour, a notion that is fundamental in 

Babylonian theoretical astronomy. 

Finally a remark about the kind and quality of planetary observations 

in the Diaries: two sorts of phenomena are recorded, planetary phases 

(for an outer planet they are first and last visibility, stationary points, and 

opposition) with a note of the zodiacal sign in which the planet is when 

phase occurs, and a planet’s passage past a Normal Star, whether above 

or below and by how much. The observations are probably made with 

the naked eye unaided by any sort of instrument; indeed, as far as we can 

see, the only instrument used to gather the information given in the 

Diaries was a water-clock for determining the fairly short time intervals 

between horizon crossings of Sun and Moon. 

Babylonian arithmetical astronomy 

We have 400 to 5 00 texts, many of them small fragments, that in one way 

or another deal with arithmetical astronomy. Some 300 of them were 

published in ACT in 1955, the rest subsequently in various journals. 

They can be roughly divided into four classes: lunar or planetary 

A 1046. 

>9 A. Sachs worked on the Diaries for the last thirty years of his life. After his death in 1985, and 

according to his wish, the task of bringing them to publication has been taken over by H. Hunger. 
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ephemerides or procedure texts. The procedure texts, or precepts, tell 

us how to calculate ephemerides (texts that present dates and corres¬ 

ponding astronomical information, the ultimate aim of the theory), and 

ideally a set of procedure texts and a knowledge of the rules for finding 

initial values (these rules still escape us) should enable us to compute any 

ephemeris. In fact, the path to our present control of Babylonian 

mathematical astronomy has meandered between ephemerides and 

procedure texts, for it was often easier to uncover the rules underlying 

the ephemerides’ computation than to penetrate the precepts’ terse, 

technical terminology. 

We have as yet no texts setting forth the very consistent theories that 

underlie the instructions of the procedure texts — and it seems unlikely 

that we shall find any — so these theories have had to be reconstructed by 

modern scholars. There emerges a theory — or rather two families of 

theories. Systems A and B, as they are now commonly called — with well- 

defined, regular features. It is alas, not possible to do justice to the beauty 

and elegance of these constructs in a brief, descriptive account, for their 

qualities reside precisely in the subtle, cunningly designed interplay of 

mathematically simple technical details. 

We cannot decide whether there was an oral tradition of handing 

down the inner structures of the theories, and justifications of them, 

from generation to generation, but it is not completely excluded. Indeed, 

we find displayed in the procedure texts many basic parameters that 

normally lie buried well within the theories and are of no direct use to 

someone calculating an ephemeris. 

As to the dates of the texts, there are two that are of concern when we 

are dealing with an ephemeris: the date it was written, and the intended 

date or time span of its contents. The latter is always given in an 

ephemeris, but usually near the left edge and thus particularly vulner¬ 

able; but even if the dates are broken off we can very often restore them 

securely on astronomical and structural grounds. As to the former, we 

can only be sure of the date of composition or writing if the scribe 

himself gives it in a colophon, and even completely preserved texts most 

often carry none. We have less than twenty texts for which we are sure of 

both dates, and in all instances it turns out that the date of writing is near 

the beginning of the time interval covered by the contents. The year 

numbers are given in the continuing count of the Seleucid Era (began 

511 B.c.) in all but a very few texts. The exceptions with preserved dates 

employ regnal years in the usual fashion. The earliest of these is a text 

dealing with solar eclipse possibilities (we have it in duplicate).The 

dates run from viii/ii Xerxes to iv/8 Artaxerxes i (5 December 475 to 21 

July 45 7 B.C.). It is tempting to view this text as evidence for an early date 

20 Texts B, C, and D in a 1050. 
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for the invention of lunar System A, to which its methods belong. 

However, all we can be sure of is that it was written after the events it 

describes: first, the calculated eclipse possibilities are paired with 

observational remarks from Diaries and, secondly, it dates correctly in 

two reigns. (Incidentally, we do not know of a single text that employs a 

regnal year in excess of the king’s natural reign until, of course, we reach 

the Seleucid era.) Thus the text clearly represents a calculation back¬ 

wards in time for the purpose of testing theory against past observations. 

At the moment it seems likely that Babylonian theoretical astronomy 

was created sometime in the fourth century b.c. 

Two features of Babylonian theoretical astronomy seem particularly 

peculiar to a modern eye: first, the total absence of any underlying 

geometrical models or ‘orbits’ and, secondly, its choice of independent 

variable. Indeed, the planetary and lunar models, as we still call them, are 

entirely arithmetical in character; the mathematical skills required for the 

computation of an ephemeris are limited to the four basic operations of 

arithmetic: addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division. The 

approach resembles curiously that of modern electronic computers, and 

the procedure texts often want only direct translation into computer 

language to become effective programs. 

The other point is that since the time of Ptolemy the astronomer (c. 

A.D. 150) we have been accustomed to consider time the independent 

variable in astronomical theories; in other words, the principal question 

we have wanted our theories to answer has been: given any moment of 

time, past, present, or future, where among the fixed stars was, is, or will 

be, a certain planet. Sun, or Moon? It is far otherwise in Babylonian 

astronomy. To take an outer planet (Mars, Jupiter, or Saturn) as an 

example, all interest is focused, at least at first, on one of its five phases 

(first or last visibility, first or last stationary point, or opposition), and a 

typical question the Babylonian theory is prepared to answer is: if Jupiter 

is at a first stationary point on a certain date and at a certain celestial 

longitude, when and where will it next be at a first stationary point? The 

other phases are treated analogously, and the question of finding daily 

positions, that is, that of constructing an ephemeris in the literal sense of 

the word, is solved by interpolation between dates and positions of 

adjacent phases, if it is addressed at all. 

To be more specific, we have excerpted in Table 2, columns I-IV, the 

first 25 of in all 56 lines of the text-ACT No. 600, an ephemeris for 

Jupiter at first stationary point, <P, for the years S.E.i 13 to 173 ( — 198 to 

— 138).According to its colophon the text was written in Uruk S.E. 

118, 12/vii (5 October 194 b.c.), so it is mostly a forecast. 

S.E. = Seleucid Era. See p. 279 n. 8 and p. 284 above. 
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Table 2 

-• y. SE 

II 
Ar 

III 
mo. & date 

IV 

/ 

V 

JA 

VI 

Jul. date 

VII 

A 
VIII 

date 

1 in** 48: 5.10 1 28:41,40.!! rt 8:6 0) -198 Apr 22 H 3 II 4 

II4 48; 5.10 II 16:46,50 i =.14:6 <t> 36 -197 May29 3= 8 11 21 
115* 48; 5.10 IV 4:52 M20;6<^ 36 196 Jul 3 M 14 IV 12 
M6 48; 5.10 IV 22;57.I0 ^26:6 36 --I95 Aug 9 T 21 IV 29 

5 M7 48; 5,10 VI II; 2.20 0 2:6 36 194 Sep 15 b 26 VI 15 

118* 45;54.10 VII 26:56.30 « 5;55 33:49 --I93 Oct 19 a 29 VII 28 

119 42; 5.10 VIII 9; 1,40 SI 5;55 30 -192 Nov 18 Si 0 VIII 12 

120 42: 5,10 IX 21: 6.50 BF 5:55 30 191 Dec 20 nr 1 IX 24 

121* 42; 5.10 XI 3;12 5:55 30 •-I89 Jan 18 ^ 1 XI 7 

10 122 42; 5,10 XI I5;I7.10 ffl 5:55 30 - 188 Feb 18 H 2 XI 18 

123* 43:16,10 XII 28;33,20 t 7;6 31:11 - 187 Mar21 i 4 X112 4 

125 48: 5.10 1 I6;38..A0 nl3;6 36 - 186 Apr 28 15 8 1 22 

126* 48; 5,10 111 4:43,40 =I9;6 36 -185 Jun 3 = 13 111 10 
127 48: 5.10 III 22:48,50 m25;6 36 -184 Jul 9 M 19 111 30 

15 128 48; 5.10 V I0;54 » l;6 36 -183 Auk 15 T 26 V 17 

129* 48: 5.10 VI 28;59,IO D 7;6 36 -182 Sep 21 □ 0 VII 3 

130 45: 4.10 VII 14; 3.20 dI0;5 32:59 - 181 Oct 24 0 3 VII 15 

131 42; 5.10 VIII26; 8,30 AI0:5 30 -180 Nov 23 SL 5 VIII28 

132** 42; 5,10 IX 8:13,40 "ji0:5 30 -179 Dec 23 n? 5 IX 11 
20 133 42; 5.10 X 20; 18,50 =^^=10:5 30 - 177 Jan 23 5 X 22 

134* 42; 5.10 XU 2;24 *HI0;5 30 -176 Feb 22 iri 6 XII 6 
135 44; 6,10 XII 16;30,IO /I2;6 .32;! -175 Mar 26 .* 9 XII 21 
137* 48; 3.10 II 4:33,20 018:6 36 -174 May 3 rt 13 u 10 

138 48; 5.10 II 22;40.30 «>24;6 36 -173 Jun 8 « 18 11 28 

25 139 48; 5,10 IV I0;45,40 m30:6 36 -172 Jul 14 M 25 IV 18 

In columns I and III we find year, month, and date. The year number 

(S.E.) is written, for example, i-me 15 (i hundred 15), but all other 

numbers are sexagesimals.22 The dates are in tithis synodic month) and 

fractions thereof — the fractions are solely of computational interest (the 

tithi is so called because it was first encountered, in modern times, in 

Hindu astronomy; Babylonian terminology draws no distinction 

between tithi and day). The use of the tithi frees us from concern about 

which months in the future will be full or hollow; the date in tithis is, of 

course, always close to the date in days. The years with a single asterisk 

(the text has ‘a’) contain a month XII2, those with a double asterisk (‘kin 

a’) a month VI2. The fixed 19-year pattern of intercalations of the late 

period can readily be established from this short excerpt. 

Column II contains the difference in tithis (Jt) of the dates less 12 

months. The convention of the text is that the difference between the 

date in line n and that in line «-i is 12 months plus the At listed in line n. 

Column IV gives the longitude, A, of Jupiter at its first stationary 

^ The sexagesimal numbers are transcribed so that,e.g., 48;5,io = 48 + 5/60+ 10/5600. There is 

no equivalent of the semicolon in cuneiform writing. 
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point in terms of degrees of a zodiacal sign. In column V, which is not in 

the text, we have presented the differences, A\, of these longitudes. We 

note that columns II and V run parallel so that in each line 

At — A\= i2;5,io 

Thus we need bring but one of these columns under control to uncover 

the structure of the text and there are, as we shall see, good reasons to 

begin with AX. 

Column V, the total progress of Jupiter from one first stationary point 

to the next, falls conspicuously into constant stretches of either 36° or 30° 

separated by intermediate values. The key to the structure of this column 

is the realization that the scheme is tied to the ecliptic. As a procedure 

text would have it (e.g. ACT No. 821): 

From Gemini 25° to Scorpio 30° add 30°. Whatever exceeds Scorpio 30°, 
multiply it by i;i2 and add it to Scorpio 30“. 

From Scorpio 30° to Gemini 25° add 36°. Whatever exceeds Gemini 25°, 
multiply it by ojjo and add it to Gemini 25“. 

Thus the ecliptic is divided into two parts - the fast and the slow arc - 

inside which the phenomenon progresses in steps of 36° and 30° 

respectively. If such a step crosses a boundary of the arcs, the amount 

that reaches into the new zone is modified by one of the factors o; 5 o and 

i;i2. It is significant that these two factors - 5/6 and 6/5 in fractional 

form - are precisely the ratios 30:36 and 36:30. 

With these simple rules we may now continue the text as long as we 

please: first we compute the column of longitudes and form their 

differences AX. From these we obtain At from 

At = AXT i2;5,io 

and so the date columns. 

In column VI we have translated the dates in columns I and III into 

Julian dates; in column VII we have given the longitude of Jupiter 

corresponding to these dates according to modern tables; and in column 

VIII are the Babylonian dates of Jupiter’s first stationary point, again 

from modern tables. 

From these last columns can be judged the text’s quality, which is 

surprising for a scheme of such simplicity, particularly when we allow 

for the systematic difference between modern and Babylonian conven¬ 

tions in counting longitudes (c. 5° at this time). 

One of the reasons for this excellence and for the quality not 

deteriorating even in the course of a long text is that built into these 

seemingly simple schemes are certain period relations. In the present 

instance, if we continue the longitude column of our text for 77= 391 
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Table 3 

No. 620 I 11 III IV V 

1. year At iBOfith & date AX X 

0 2,7 49;42 V 27;36 37:37 H 24:31 
1 2,8 47:34 VII I3;30 3S;49 r 30; 20 

2 2,9* 46;6 IX l;36 34; 1 □ 4;21 

3 2,10 44;18 IX 15:54 32; 13 6;34 

4 2,11 42; 30 X 28:24 30:25 SI 6:59 

5 2.I2** 40;42 XI 9;6 28:37 n 5:36 

6 2,13 41;47,30 XII 20:53,30 29;42 A 5;18 
7 2,13 43;33,30 1 4:29 31;30 6:48 

8 2.16 43:23,30 II 19:52,30 33;18 / 10:6 
9 2,17* 47:11.30 IV 7;4 35;6 fS I5;I2 

10 2,18 48:39,30 IV 26: 3.30 36;54 . 22:6 

11 2,19 49;27 VI 15:30.30 37;22 K 29;28 
12 2,20* 47;39 VIII 3; 9,30 35;34 b 5:2 

13 2,21 4S;31 VIII 19; 0.30 33:46 n 8;4B 
14 2,22* 44:3 X 3: 3.30 31;58 OD 10:46 
13 2,23 42;I5 X 15:18,30 30; 10 SI 10;S6 
16 2,24 40;27 XI 25:45,30 28:22 m 9;18 

17 2,23* 42; 2,30 X1I2 7;4« 29;57 9;1S 
18 2,27 43:30.30 21:38,30 31;45 n 11 
19 2.28* 43:38,30 III 7:17 33:33 t I4;33 
20 2,29 47:26,30 III 24:43,30 35;2) A I9;54 
21 2,30 49:14.30 V 13;S8 37:9 27;3 

22 2,31 •• 49; 12 vij 3;10 37:7 T 4:10 

lines we shall reach precisely the longitude we began with and the 

longitudes will have skipped Z = 56 times around the ecliptic in the 

process. Jupiter does in fact travel 36 times around in the course of 391 

synodic phenomena and it takes 391 + 36 = 427 years. 

The constant stretches of d A marks our text as belonging to System A, 

for AX is treated as a step function of longitude. An example of planetary 

System B follows. 

Table 3 gives the first 22 of at least 62 lines of ACT No. 620, an 

ephemeris for Jupiter at opposition for at least the years S.E. 127 to 194. 

It is arranged much like the previous text except that here both dilference 

columns are included, and we shall first examine column IV, AX. 

The entries in column IV decrease regularly by the amount d= i;48° 

per line until a minimum is passed between lines 5 and 6. From line 6 the 

values increase, again by i;48°, until a maximum is passed between lines 

10 and 11, whence they begin to decrease, and so on. If we plot AX as a 

function of line number we get a piece-wise linear graph like the one in 

Fig. 12. One gets from an ascending to a descending branch of such a 

zig2ag function, as we call it, by following a simple reflexion rule (often 
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Fig. 12. 

Stated in procedure texts); if the application of the line by line difference d 
(here i;48°) leads to a value larger than a certain fixed maximum M (here 

38;2°), then the excess over M is subtracted from M to yield the next 

value of the function, and symmetrically about the minimum m (here 

28;i5,30°). 

The zigzag function, sometimes refined in various ingenious ways, is 

one of the two basic modes of describing a simply periodic component of 

a more complex astronomical phenomenon — the other is the step 

function of System A. It is easy to compute, and it has a simply controlled 

period 

^ d 

With the parameters of the present text, M= ^S;z° and w=28;i5,3o°, 

d= i;48°, we obtain 

P= io;5i,4o = ^ 

We recognize these numbers as precisely those that underlay the 

System A scheme for Jupiter. There they implied that n=}^i appli¬ 

cations of the synodic arc lead to precisely Z= ^6 revolutions in the 

ecliptic. Here the period relation is that /7 lines will lead to precise return 

in A\ and will embrace Z ‘waves’ of the zigzag function. 

Here we can only mention the complexity of the lunar theories of 

Systems A and B — a lunar ephemeris may have 14 to 15 columns, each 

fairly simple, but all intricately interrelated. The principal anomalies of 

Sun and Moon were recognized and used in their proper places. As in the 
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planetary texts, the main aim of lunar ephemerides is to predict the 

phenomena recorded in the Diaries: eclipses, the six interesting time 

intervals between horizon crossings of Sun and Moon, and the evening 

of first visibility. While the texts’ lunar eclipse predictions were solid 

enough, their solar counterparts were, and could be, mere warnings, 

separating those conjunctions or new moons at which a solar eclipse 

might happen from those — nearly five times as many — at which solar 

eclipses were entirely out of the question. (Predictions of solar eclipses 

for given localities involve a knowledge of the shape of the Earth and the 

relative sizes and distance of Earth and Moon.) 

In sum, we see in Babylonian theoretical astronomy the first successful 

attempt at addressing the problem that ever since has remained central in 

the exact sciences: to give a mathematical description of a well-defined 

class of natural phenomena, a description capable of yielding numerical 

predictions that can be tested against observations. 

Transmission of 'Babylonian astronomy 

The tradition of the reigns of the Late Babylonian and Achaemenid 

kings has been unbroken since Ptolemy composed his king list r. a.d. 150 
as a useful appendix to his Almagest or his later Handy Tables. He gives the 

length of each reign in Egyptian years (of 365 days each) and keeps a 

running total from the beginning of the reign of Nabonassar (747 b.c.), 
‘for’, as he says {Almagest 111.7), ‘that is the era beginning from which the 

ancient observations are, on the whole, preserved down to our own 

time’.23 Ptolemy’s chronology has, by and large, been confirmed by 

cuneiform evidence, and there is no doubt that he is referring to the 

Astronomical Diaries in the passage quoted above. There is, however, 

much more evidence for Ptolemy’s knowledge of Babylonian astron¬ 

omy: his use of the sexagesimal system for writing fractions, of degrees, 

and of several well-established Babylonian parameters like the value 

I month= 29:51,50,8,20 days 

for the mean synodic month, taken directly from lunar System B. 

Further, Ptolemy’s complaints about the ancient planetary observations 

{Almagest IX.2) clearly describe the kind of phenomena contained in the 

Diaries. It is not impossible that Ptolemy had direct access to cuneiform 

material — after all, the astronomical archive in Babylon was certainly still 

active 75 years before he wrote - but it is more likely that he used 

Hipparchus’ compilation and convenient rearrangement of Babylonian 

observations {Almagest IX.2). 

^ A 1049, 166. 
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Hipparchus (c 150 b.c.) seems the pivotal figure in the transmission of 

Babylonian astronomy to the West. All his works are lost save a 

commentary on Aratus’ astrological poem, but Ptolemy is generous with 

references to his highly esteemed predecessor. It is clear that Hipparchus 

borrowed Babylonian parameters such as the length of the month cited 

above, and that he used Babylonian observations which would have 

been useless to him without control of Babylonian chronology. 

Thus Ptolemy in all likelihood also acquired the substance of his king 

list from Hipparchus. Where Hipparchus in turn obtained his chronolo¬ 

gical knowledge is much less certain, but we can suggest two possibih- 

ties among the types of texts we have in hand; chronicles and extracts 

from the Diaries of a particular sort of information, e.g. about eclipses, 

some of which cover considerable time intervals. Finally, we must not 

forget that the Babylonian astronomers themselves needed a command 

of chronology to make proper use of their archive. 

Several candidates have been mentioned in the literature as the 

transmitters of Babylonian astronomy, among them Aristotle. Though 

it is not excluded that some of these carried Babylonian lore to the West, 

there is no evidence at all that the sophisticated theoretical astronomy 

was accessible to them. Furthermore, Greek astronomy was not ready 

for the Babylonian lesson until after the work of Apollonius of Perge {c. 

100 B.c.) on epicyclic models. Greek astronomy had hitherto been 

concerned with building geometrical devices that in a qualitative manner 

could simulate planetary behaviour. 

We begin to see more clearly what Hipparchus achieved. Not only did 

he obtain observations, parameters, and number system from the 

Babylonians in addition, perhaps, to some methods,^'' but more funda¬ 

mentally the idea that it is possible and desirable to have astronomical 

theories produce numerical predictions. He set out to adapt and modify 

epicyclic models to that purpose and succeeded for Sun and new and full 

Moon, but passed the planetary problem on to his successors. We know 

few of them, and most of these only by name, until we reach Ptolemy. As 

he sets forth in the Almagest, it was he who completed Hipparchus’ task 

by devising a lunar model that works also in quadrature, and by 

constructing satisfactory planetary models. 

The Almagest remained the model and foundation of treatises on 

theoretical astronomy to the time of Kepler, and theoretical astronomy 

in turn remained the exemplar of all other exact sciences until at least the 

eighteenth century, teaching that their aim should be to give a mathema¬ 

tical description of a sensibly defined class of natural phenomena, a 

description capable of producing numerical predictions that can be 

A 1034; A 1041; A 1049, 224 n. 14; for the entire subject of astronomy in antiquity see a 1038, 

which has very full references. 
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tested against observations. It is in this sense that we claim Babylonian 

mathematical astronomy as the common ancestor of modern efforts in 

the exact sciences. 

In 1988, O. Neugebauer read and understood a Greek papyrus from 

Roman Egypt, now in private hands.^s It turned out to give 32 lines of 

Column G of Babylonian lunar System B, the very column whose mean 

value led F. X. Kugler to recognize it as Ptolemy’s for the mean synodic 

month.2* This discovery completely changed our estimate of the level of 

understanding of Babylonian methods in Hellenism. 

25 A IO59A. 26 ^ 1034A. 

2“^ To the basic bibliography for this section, a 1029-49, should now be added A. J. Sachs and 

H. Hunger, Astronomical Diaries and KelatedTextsfrom Babylonia', i, Diaries from 6j2 b.c. to 262 b.c.'. ii. 

Diariesfrom 261 B.c. to i6j b.c. (Vienna, 1988-9); and H. Hunger and D. Pingree, MUL.APIN: an 

Astronomical Compendium in Cuneiform (AfO Bh 24, 1989). 
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CHAPTER 28f 

FIRST-MILLENNIUM BABYLONIAN 

LITERATURE 

ERICA REINER 

I. DEFINITION AND TRADITION 

We do not know what literature was composed in first-millennium 

Babylonia; we know only what literary works were kept in royal and 

private libraries of that period. Some works may merely have found a 

repository there; others were very much in use, on religious occasions, to 

be recited or to serve as guides for ritual and magic performances. Still 

others were copied again and again, and the scholarly literature was 

extensively commented upon. 

At the outset it has to be stated that the word ‘literature’ is here used in 

a broad sense, to include not only belles-lettres but also the standardized 

works of various experts - in divination, magic, ritual, and linguistic 

scholarship. That is to say, we will be considering that body of texts that 

has been termed by Oppenheim the ‘stream of tradition’.’ 

The material to be considered is that kept at the royal library of 

Ashurbanipal at Nineveh, to which may be added such provincial 

libraries as Sultantepe, and, at the very end of the era of cuneiform 

writing altogether, the libraries of scholars in southern Babylonia, 

mostly from Uruk, dating to the Seleucid period, which to a large 

measure duplicate the texts from Nineveh and thus can serve to illustrate 

the literature of the period in question, 747—539 b.c. 

The classification of these works here will follow traditional lines, 

even though the categories under which we classify them are those of the 

West, inherited from the classical world. The customary categories used 

in the classification of Babylonian literature, that is, epics, hymns, 

wisdom texts, and so on, probably would have had little meaning for the 

ancients, who characterized some poetry as ‘songs’ — sometimes with an 

additional specification - or ‘incantations’, or who simply called a 

longer, usually epic, poem a ‘series’ or ‘set’ named after its hero or its 

author, or even referred to it by its incipit only. Yet it is not entirely 

incorrect to label some texts ‘epics’, or ‘hymns’, or ‘fables’, even though 

these terms are only approximations. There are enough similarities 

' A 45, 249. 
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between Babylonian works and comparable genres of classical litera¬ 

tures, which determine our categories, to warrant a gross classification of 

Babylonian works into these categories familiar to the modern Western 

reader. By retaining this traditional classification we establish some kind 

of common ground with the reader familiar with similarly named genres 

in classical or later Western literature. Moreover, in view of the fact that 

Mesopotamian literature is part of the entire tradition of Western 

literature and can and should be integrated into it through the Judaeo- 

Christian tradition on the one hand and the classical on the other, the 

genres defined for Western literature should be valid for Mesopotamian 

literature as well. This classification seems unavoidable at any rate, since 

the Babylonians themselves never developed - or at least did not write 

down — an Ars Poetka-, nor do the occasionally indicated titles of literary 

works give us a clue to a native classification. These titles sometimes 

identify their function, sometimes their mode of recitation, and some¬ 

times simply reflect a librarian’s interest in their proper shelving. 

Excluded from our presentation is, on the one hand, literature that is 

datable to and historically belongs to earlier periods, such as the royal 

inscriptions from the third and the second millennia, and certain polemic 

or propaganda literature that also precedes the period under consider¬ 

ation, and on the other hand a certain number of poems that have not 

found their way into the libraries. The reason why these poems were not 

accepted into the literary ‘canon’ - probably established around 1200 

b.c.2 — is not clear, since the surviving material is often very similar to 

comparable texts that were included.^ Certain literary texts from the Old 

Babylonian period, surviving only in a single copy, may have been 

school exercises in composition and never entered the mainstream of 

literature. Others, such as second-millennium versions of various epics, 

were recast in a ‘canonical form’ and the early versions discarded, as 

witness the various episodes of Gilgamesh that did not find their way 

into the twelve-tablet recension known to us from Ashurbanipal’s 

library. Whether any of the literature was excluded on ideological 

grounds, or because it reflected a religious sensibility no longer current, 

cannot yet be established. 

Although our purpose here is to give an overview of first-millennium 

literature, we cannot escape the problem of literary periodization that 

plagues interpreters of Babylonian literature."* It is generally assumed 

that there is a single Standard Babylonian corpus, represented by late 

2 A 1169. 

^ For example, the Old Babylonian humorous poem At the Cleaner’s (a 1080) exists in a single 

copy only, while the Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur is known from copies from Sultantepe, 

Ashurbanipal’s library (a 1088), and on a Neo-Babylonian school tablet from Nippur (a 1074). 

^ A 1144. 
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copies, mainly those from royal or scribal libraries, but possibly, and in 

some cases almost certainly, going back to second-millennium originals. 

Excluded from this corpus are only those Old Babylonian or some later 

second-millennium texts that survive only in their original, early 

exemplar; these, for some reason, were not included in what is some¬ 

times called the ‘canon’ but might perhaps better be called the ‘scribal 

curriculum’. 

While in this process of transmission there must have been historical 

developments from an earlier to a later and eventually a final version, it is 

only in the rarest of instances that these can be traced, unlike similar cases 

in Western literatures, where scholars of hterary history or comparative 

hterature often have sufficient data to study textual development or to 

follow transformations of a theme or poetic form within one culture, or 

across more than one. 

A further consequence of this lack of historical perspective is our 

inability to date hterary compositions on the grounds of style and 

language, and thereby to make any firm statement concerning the 

literary taste of a particular period. 

All the libraries contain a mass of technical or scientific material, 

collected by the Mesopotamian scholars for their own use or copied in 

the course of their scribal training. These survive in several copies - 

usually up to six - in almost identical wording and even spelling; they 

may be regarded as the Babylonians’ scholarly literature. This material 

includes not only the more narrowly scientific material, such as math¬ 

ematics, astronomy, and technical manuals on glass making or wool 

dyeing, and such scholarly texts as sign lists and vocabularies (none of 

which will be considered here), but also texts used by the experts in 

divination or exorcism, that is, omen and magic hterature, among which 

latter prayers, charms, and poems are sometimes also included. 

Compared to the mass of such scholarly and technical hterature, the 

number of compositions that are hterary in a more narrow sense is very 

small (according to Oppenheim’s estimate^ about one-third of an 

estimated 1,500 tablets), but their visibility is that much greater, as they 

have been studied and translated over and over since their decipherment 

in the nineteenth century. To this group belong epics, myths, rehgious 

poems (hymns and prayers), philosophical or didactic hterature (known 

as ‘wisdom literature’), and an occasional political or propaganda text, 

usually in verse or, rarely, in prose. To the last group should be assigned 

the inscriptions of Babylonian and Assyrian kings which are, on the one 

hand, written in an elevated and, in Neo-Babylonian times, stilted and 

archaizing language and, on the other, exist in several copies. Only the 

royal inscriptions can be dated to the period under consideration; the 

* A 43. 
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libr?ry texts, whether literary or scholarly, may and often do go back to 

second-millennium originals. 

Oppenheim’s estimates were based on the size of Ashurbanipal’s 

library in Nineveh, assuming that the royal library contained at least a 

representative selection of the ‘stream of tradition’ texts. Indeed, we 

know from a letter of Ashurbanipal addressed to Shadunu, the temple 

administrator of Borsippa, that he asked for texts to be collected all over 

the realm and sent to Nineveh. The texts requested (‘writings that are 

proper for royalty’ — maltaru fa ana sarruti tabu) are, however, rituals and 

magical texts whose performance was required for the proper conduct of 

affairs, and thus illustrate only the scholarly and not the belletristic 

literature known or available in this period. A list recently published,* 

moreover, suggests that various scholars and experts were forced to 

donate tablets in their collections to the royal library. In this list, 

comprising a minimum of 1,441 clay tablets and 69 wax-covered 

polyptychs, or an estimated 2,000 tablets and 500 writing boards, only 10 

tablets are inscribed with belles-lettres, the rest are professional works. 

We will follow here the customary classification of literary texts into 

epics, hymns, fables, etc., although other, perhaps more promising ways 

of dividing the corpus could also be applied. One such division would 

separate literature centred around the king from literature centred 

around the gods and their cult. Another would be based on the 

difference between literary texts well established within the stream of 

tradition, as witnessed by many copies, and others that are extant in a 

single copy only and may have been composed for a specific occasion or a 

particular person. More difficult would be to separate the literature of the 

educated or upper classes, presumably centred around the court, from 

that of the common people, since the latter is not likely to have been 

committed to writing, and its existence can be inferred from scattered 

quotations only. Nor can the secular be sharply divorced from the 

religious, probably as much for the reason that it was matters concerning 

king, state, and cult that found their place in the stream of tradition as for 

the fact that the world view of Mesopotamia was closely interwoven 

with the ideas of religion.^ 

The relation of literary texts to their cultural context is still little 

known. Many of them were no doubt composed for the praise and 

entertainment of the king, and used on cultic occasions in which the king 

participated. Cultic performance was probably the raison d’etre of various 

texts of religious content too, since prayers for the use of individuals 

other than the king are few and presumably secondarily adapted. Of the 

numerous narrative poems, several seem to imply that they were 

6 A 508. ’ A I 170. 
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associated with apotropaic or prophylactic rituals, and thus to suggest 

that even such ‘pure literature’ was written down only when a practical 

occasion required it.® 

These texts, which thus often represent a tradition of a thousand 

years or longer, remained in use even after Aramaic had replaced 

Akkadian as the spoken language and Aramaic writing on parchment 

had become the medium of everyday communication, for religious, 

scholarly, and display purposes; we need mention only the Akkadian 

versions of the trilingual Achaemenid inscriptions and certain rituals 

from the Seleucid period for which no earlier versions are known. 

The hbraries at Nineveh, Sultantepe, Babylon, and Uruk also con¬ 

tained a number of Sumerian—Akkadian bilingual texts. These are partly 

incantations against evil spirits and diseases or for some magic or 

apotropaic purpose, and partly lamentations and prayers. Rare are 

bilingual omens and hemerologies.^ These bihngual texts are only in part 

older Sumerian compositions provided with an Akkadian translation; a 

number of them seem to have been composed in the first millennium in 

both languages, with the Akkadian as primary language and the 

Sumerian version secondary and often reflecting Akkadian syntax and 

poetic conventions. The interpretation of the bilingual texts therefore 

depends on the Akkadian version. 

The reasons for the creation of these bilingual compositions elude us. 

It is possible that the exigencies of ritual and magic, in which certain 

prayers were traditionally recited in Sumerian (by the liturgist) while 

others were recited in Akkadian (by the patient), necessitated both 

composing unilingual Sumerian prayers and providing Akkadian ones 

with a Sumerian version;'^ in the case of laments and the like,’* the 

reason may have been a revival of some genres from the period of the 

‘Sumerian renaissance’ (r. 1800 b.c.) for a public to whom Sumerian was 

no longer easily intelligible. 

The form of literary texts is normally verse, even though in defining it 

metre plays an insignificant role compared to other features. The 

question of the metre of Akkadian poetry has not yet been satisfactorily 

solved,*2 apart from the prosodic constraint of a trochaic verse-ending 

(long + short) which is sometimes achieved by apocopating a suffix or 

resorting to a grammatical form not common in prose. Yet a verse — a 

line of poetry - has its own characteristics which set it apart from prose. 

® A 1161, 2 5 6f. 

^ See n. 124. Also known are bilingual addresses of praise to royal insignia (see a 1155, 57, and 

A 1131, 4off), which formed part of the ceremony of *mouth-washing’ of the king. 

*0 For example, in the ritual bit rimki\ see a i i i 3, 32. 

“ Bilingual texts found at Babylon are published in a i 162. See also a 1065. 

>2 A 1084; A 1085; A 1095; A 1175. 
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These characteristics are reflected both in the way the line is written on 

the tablet and in the line’s content and relation to surrounding lines. 

While we are accustomed to recognizing a printed or written poem by 

the lines of uneven length aligned on the paper, often centred on the 

page, in the Mesopotamian scribal tradition all writing, whether prose or 

poetry, always extends to the right margin. Thus a blank space is often 

left in the middle or toward the end of a line to accommodate the varying 

numbers and sizes of the units of writing, the cuneiform signs. 

Conversely, no words are divided from one line to the next. *3 In poetic 

texts and even in high-style prose (as opposed, for instance, to private 

letters), not even larger units, such as phrases or clauses, are broken up, 

so that each line of writing is to a large extent self-contained. This 

practice also has the consequence that enjambement — an unexpected 

lack of coincidence between a syntactic unit and the (metrically defined) 

line — does not occur as a poetic device in Babylonian poetry. 

Often several lines are united into groups set offby horizontal rulings. 

The smallest unit is a distich; there are other units, which may be 

considered stanzas, of four or more lines, a commonly used length being 

the ten-line stanza. While some stanzas indeed correspond to a division 

of the poem into sub-units, it is often the case that the rulings are for 

visual orientation only, and represent simple counters, such as often 

appear in the margin of every tenth line in longer and not exclusively 

literary compositions, and do not necessarily bear any relation to the 

articulation of the poem. 

A similar visual divider is a blank space in the middle of a line, which 

should not be regarded as equivalent to a caesura in the classical sense. 

There is often, however, though not necessarily at the place of the blank, 

a break in the line, dividing it into two halves - two cola — with a parallel 

or chiastic syntactic structure. 

It is in fact the building up of semantic units larger than one line or 

verse that is the most characteristic feature of Akkadian poetry, as it is 

also of other Semitic poetry such as Hebrew or Ugaritic. However, the 

characteristic is not necessarily of common Semitic origin; Sumerian 

poems too are characterized by parallelism between two lines that form a 

semantic unit, the extreme case being that the second line is the literal 

repetition of the first, with a proper name replacing, in the second line, 

the pronoun ‘he’ or ‘she’ of the first. 

*3 Exceptionally words straddling two lines occur in the late Uruk copy of a diagnostic omen text 
(a 1110, Tablet xvi); see a 1184, no. 44. 

Such parallelism of course also characterizes non-Near Eastern poetry; see J. J, Fox, ‘Roman 
Jakobson and the comparative study of parallelism’, in D. Armstrong and C. H. van Schoonereld 
(eds.) Roman Jakobson: Echoes of His Scholarship (JAsse, 1977) 59-90- 
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Of the formal trappings that we associate with poetry, rhyme is 

unknown to Mesopotamian poetry. An infrequently but cleverly used 

feature is the acrostic, which applies to the first sign - the first syllable - 

of the line. The acrostics are of two types; the initial sign is repeated at the 

beginning of each line of a stanza (cf. Psalm 119) (even when the sign 

does not have the same reading in each line, so that the acrostic is mainly 

for the eye, not the ear), or the initial sign occurs only once; in either case, 

the first sign of each successive line or stanza is to be read down from top 

to bottom to yield a phrase or sentence, usually containing the name of 

the writer, often accompanied by a pious phrase or blessing. 

Acrostics may apply not only to the first sign of the line but equally to 

the last (whence the name telestich); as the line on a tablet is laid out 

much like a line in a printed book, with a justified right margin, the signs 

constituting the telestich also stand in a vertical row. The seven known 

acrostic poems are listed by R. F. G. Sweet,who also established the 

fact that the seventh contains a telestich as well. 

Midway between poetry and prose is the diction of royal inscriptions. 

Most of the time these do not exhibit any division into line units, and 

therefore may be considered simply elevated prose. Other royal inscrip¬ 

tions are written as if they were poems, for example Sargon’s Eighth 

Campaign with each line a self-contained clause. 

It is especially in the first millennium that royal inscriptions take a 

literary form. (The annals of Tukulti-Ninurta II, Ashurnasirpal, etc., 

recount the events of the king’s campaign in a pared-down, repetitive 

form.) Beginning with Sargon II of Assyria the narrative expands to 

include descriptions of landscapes, foreign customs, and often vivid 

scenes of confrontation and dialogues. (A forerunner of this type of 

narrative is the account of the Elamite campaign of Nebuchadrezzar I on 

a boundary-stone.)’* 

Even the syntax and vocabulary of these narratives indicate their 

recherche character. New words appear, usually borrowed from Sumer¬ 

ian, and are especially frequent in Sargon and Sennacherib {kirimahu and 

other compounds with Sumerian mah, aladlammit, piri^allu, etc.). Rare 

words that otherwise only occur in learned hymns abound.” The king 

recounts his inmost thoughts and feelings (couched in such terms as T 

said to myself’). 

The scribes study previous royal inscriptions (from Old Babylonian 

times) and often quote verbatim from them, especially in the period of 

antiquarianism in the Neo-Babylonian era, when the royal scribes imitate 

the sign-forms, the orthographic conventions, and the language of 

A I I77A. A 655, no. 6. A 1172. 
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illustrious royal predecessors from the Old Akkadian or Old Babylonian 

period,'® and they compile lists of archaic cuneiform signs, even 

pictograms."’ 

II. NARRATIVE POETRY 

I. Myths and epics 

Among the narrative poems customarily classified as myths and epics,^'’ 

the library of Ashurbanipal has preserved substantial parts or fragments 

of the major compositions. One group of these poems has divine 

protagonists, and essentially relates their rivalries; the story often 

culminates in special honour or status attained by some god, and so these 

poems often serve as aetiologies of the rise of a particular city god — and 

thus of his city — or purport to give a rationale for some calamity that has 

befallen men. For example, the myth of Anzu,^’ attested at Ashur, 

Nineveh, and Sultantepe, relates how Ninurta defeated the bat-like bird- 

monster Anzu and recaptured from him the ‘Tablet of Destinies’ that 

Anzu had stolen from Ellil, and thus reflects the added significance of the 

cult of Ninurta, whereas in the second-millennium version of the story 

the hero was Ningirsu. The Descent of Ishtar,^^ known from Ashur and 

Nineveh, and the story of Nergal and Ereshkigal, known from Nineveh, 

Sultantepe, and Uruk^^ (and in an early and much less elaborate version 

from El-Amarna), both deal with gods descending to the netherworld, 

the domain of one of their number. Queen Ereshkigal. The first is a 

reworking of the Sumerian poem of Inanna’s Descent, possibly to 

accompany the rites of Dumuzi’s yearly death and return from the 

netherworld to restore fertility to earth; the second ends with Nergal 

becoming Ereshkigal’s husband and king of the netherworld, thus 

explaining how Nergal became associated with the netherworld. 

As a counterpart to the descent of gods to the netherworld are the 

stories of mortals who ascend to heaven, whose heroes are Adapa,^'' the 

first of the Seven Sages, and Etana,^® a legendary shepherd king of Kish. 

Both these poems, although usually classified as epics, have a humorous 

tinge, and may be the equivalent of the Middle French genre of 

fabliaux.26 Their interpretation as myths has baffled scholars who have 

For bibliography sec a 116). *9 Pqj example, CT 5, pis. 7-16. 

20 For bibliography see a 1093, 26ff. For translations into English see a 44; in French substantial 

excerpts appear in a 1 i 1 i . More recent editions with translations are cited under the individual 

works. See also A 1122 for fragments of Atrahasis, Irra and Anzu. 

2* A 1092. 22 Edition with bibliography A 4 I, 95-111; philological commentary,i45f. 

23 A 1089. A fragment from Uruk is published in a 1096, no. i. See a 1185, 48ff. 

2^ Latest edition A 1132. 25 ^ 1126. Additional texts a 1071; a 1099; a mo. 

26 A I 143. 
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sought, possibly unnecessarily, to attribute mythological significance to 

a story that could find its place among Chaucer’s tales. Adapa, through 

his behaviour before the king of heaven, Anu, or following Ea’s 

mischievous advice, misses the opportunity of immortality, and with 

him so does mankind. Whether this explanation of why men are mortal 

was the main motif of the story is not certain, since its end is lost. 

Similarly undecided is the outcome of Etana’s flight, on the back of an 

eagle, to heaven in quest of the plant of birth-giving. This story’s parallel 

in the Alexander romances was noticed long ago.^^ Apart from the main 

motif, the childless Etana’s journey heavenward to obtain the herb of 

birth-giving, the Etana story contains an animal fable of the eagle and the 

serpent; the tale of Adapa begins with Adapa breaking the wings of the 

south wind, another fable-like motif. For both these fables there are 

earlier versions: for Etana from Susa, for Adapa from El-Amarna, but 

their relation to the first-millennium version is not clear. However, the 

beginning of the Etana story seems to deal with a rivalry between the 

supernal gods (Anunnaki) residing in heaven and the gods of lower rank 

(Igigi) who built the city of Kish, where, according to the Sumerian king 

Ust, kingship first descended from heaven. 

This is the rivalry that forms the background of the Atrahasis epic, an 

Old Babylonian composition that is also attested in several fragmentary 

tablets in the Nineveh library in a recension close to its Old Babylonian 

original.28 When the Igigi gods, having been made subservient, cast 

aside their tools and rebel, the god Ea, always ready with stratagems, 

finds the solution: let the gods create Man, so that Man can take over the 

burden of labour from the gods. Man is then created by the mother 

goddess from clay mixed with the flesh and blood of a slain god. 

However, as mankind multiplies and raises much clamour, the noise 

becomes irksome to the gods. The gods decide to decimate mankind, by 

sending first a plague, then a drought, and finally the flood, from which 

Atrahasis alone, warned by Ea, escapes. 

This is the earliest known version of the Flood story: it so closely 

resembles the one told in the Bible that, when it was discovered in 1872 

as part of the Gilgamesh epic, it made Mesopotamian literature famous 

outside the small circle of Assyriologists. Gilgamesh is still the most 

appealing work of ancient Near Eastern literature, as it deals with the 

deepest human concerns: not only the longing for immortality which can 

only be achieved by enduring fame (as not even Gilgamesh, although 

two-thirds of divine lineage, can escape death), but also the friendship 

between Gilgamesh and the semi-savage Enkidu who becomes his 

^ M. Lidzbarski, ‘Zu den arabischen Alexandergeschichten’, ZA 8 (1893) 266. See C. Settis- 

Frugoni, Historia Alexandri elevatipergriphos adatrem (Studi Storici 80-2) (Rome, 1973) 48 n. 119. 

“ A 1124. For the first tablet see a 1174. See also a 1122. 
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companion in his exploits and whose death makes Gilgamesh face the 

fate that awaits him too. Thus this poem is a rare example of ancient 

literature that depicts the personal and emotional development — an 

education sentimentale — of a hero, with whom the reader can identify, 

because even this hero, like all humans, loses at the end to fate. The poem 

ends, as it began, not with the death of a hero but with the description of 

the ramparts of Uruk built by Gilgamesh; these will be his lasting 

achievements. In this respect, it singularly resembles the Iliad.'^'^ The 

Gilgamesh epic is also replete with intriguing episodes, many of which 

are still in a fragmentary state. 

Unlike Atrahasis, the Epic of Gilgamesh has undergone standardiza¬ 

tion and revision so that its library exemplars greatly differ in content and 

form from the Old Babylonian versions, where these are known.3° A 

promising area of research in literary history is the study of the changes 

through which these narrative poems have gone between their early 

versions (usually Old Babylonian) and their first-millennium versions. 

The only well-known narrative poem for which no second-millen¬ 

nium antecedents exist is the Epic of Irra, which seems to have been 

composed to confront a particular historical situation^' and which seeks 

to give an aetiological explanation for the troubles and epidemics of 

plague that had befallen Babylon in 765 b.c. Its explanation, attributing 

the misfortune to the absence of Marduk, Babylon’s tutelary god, from 

his city, is a common motif in royal inscriptions and omen texts, but in 

them Marduk leaves the city because he is angry with its inhabitants, 

while here he is provoked by a ruse of the god of the plague, Irra. After 

having ravaged the city Irra, assuaged by his vizier Ishum, repents and 

pronounces blessings on Babylonia. 

While other stories about the gods hardly ever deal with contempor¬ 

ary concerns, and even when the outcomes of the gods’ victories affect 

mankind they do so in existential terms only, the poem about the Rage of 

Irra is uniquely and squarely set in the aftermath of a calamity that befell 

Babylon. A real sense of immediacy thus fills the fourth tablet of the Epic 

of Irra, a tablet that could be subtitled ‘The Destruction of Babylon’. 

Descriptions of a destroyed city and temple are a common theme of 

Sumerian lamentations, but they present a static picture of houses in ruin 

and families decimated. The Irra epic presents the same theme in a 

dramatic mode, so far without parallel in Babylonian literature. 

This composition shows the skill of a poet whose name, exceptionally, 

appears in the poem, in a unique epilogue describing how the poem was 

29 A I 149. 

^ Since the edition of R. Campbell Thompson (a 1060), a number of fragments, both Old 

Babylonian and later, have been identified. All the material known in 1982 has been incorporated in 

the German translation of A. Schott, revised by W. von Soden, A 1165. 3i ^ 
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revealed to him in a dream, and how he neither added to nor withheld 

one hne from what was dictated to him. The fiction of divine dictation 

aside,the poet used, it seems, a cycle of texts concerned with the raging 

of the plague, i.e. Irra, in which the comradeship of Irra and Ishum was 

celebrated, and created an epic whose central theme was the contrast 

between the benevolence of Marduk and the wrath of Irra. 

The Poem of Creation {enuma elis)^^ is known equally only from first- 

millennium copies, though internal criteria indicate that it is somewhat 

older. It too has the common mythological theme of a theomachy — a 

threat to the gods by a rebellious creature, neither god nor man (thus 

remaining outside the world order as conceived in the mythology). The 

poem describes the times before creation and several succeeding gen¬ 

erations of gods before the moment of crisis arrives; Tiamat, a salt-water 

monster, with her husband Kingu and the eleven monsters she has 

created, threatens the supernal gods, and the gods must find a champion 

to defeat her. This champion, in the standard version of the poem, is 

Marduk, who accepts the task on condition that he be made supreme 

god. Presumably an earlier version had as protagonist the god Ellil, just 

as later Assyrian versions replace Marduk with the god Ashur. After 

Marduk kills Tiamat and creates the universe from parts of her body, he 

is exalted in the divine assembly and given fifty names that are 

descriptive of his functions and powers. Thus the poem is a mythological 

tale, a theological justification of Marduk’s rise to precedence, and a - 

somewhat cursory - account of the creation of the world (and mankind) 

at the same time. It is noteworthy that the creation of heaven and earth, 

of mountains and rivers, are dealt with in a few (22) lines only, while the 

creation of the heavenly bodies and their appointment to regulate the 

calendar is given in much greater detail (in about 44 lines), which attests 

the Babylonians’ preoccupation with the calendar. The final quarter of 

the poem, that dealing with the fifty names of Marduk and their 

etymological explanation, is a famous and often-quoted example of 

Babylonian learning; it moreover received further learned com¬ 

mentaries. 

Only in Tablet IV, at the centre of the seven-tablet poem, does the 

description of the battle between Marduk and Tiamat evoke other 

32 A device common in later antiquity, for example in the book of Thessalus of Tralles, who 

relates how Asclepius appeared to him in his temple of Diospolis (Thebes) and instructed him in 

iatromathematics, i.e. when and where medicinal plants must be gathered to be efficacious; see H.-V. 

Friedrich, Tbessalos von Tr<7/4f/(Mcisscnhcim am Gian, 1968), and F. Cumont, *^rits hermetiques, 

n: Lc mcdccin Thessalus et les plantes astrales d^Herm« Trismegiste*, Kevue de Pbiiologie 42 (1918) 

85—108. 

33 While the forthcoming edition by W. G. Lambert is in preparation the only text edition with 

translation is a 1109. New translation in a i i 1 i , 56ff. English translation in a 44, 6off and 5 o i ff. 
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mythological epics, especially the battle between Ninurta and Anzu in 

the poem of Anzu. 

At some point in history, the longer narrative poems were divided 

into a number of‘tablets’ or ‘books’ consisting of around 150 lines. This 

may have happened about the turn of the first millennium, though this is 

merely a convenient chronological point to which no major historical or 

cultural events are attached; in fact, the possible dates are either of the 

two periods of Babylonian history which are characterized in the 

indigenous or in the Hellenistic tradition as major and eventful reigns, 

namely that of Nebuchadrezzar I (i 125—1104 b.c.)^ or that of Nabonas- 

sar (747—734). Later copyists mostly followed these divisions (although 

for special purposes other divisions may have existed, as with the use of 

the Erra epic on plague amulets). 

The longest narrative poem, the Gilgamesh epic, is divided into 

twelve ‘books’; Anzu into three or four; Irra into five, though the last is 

barely fifty lines long. Atrahasis is known to have had three tablets in the 

Old Babylonian version; the first-millennium copies do not preserve 

colophons. Other, shorter compositions are not known to have been 

divided into ‘books’; these are the Descent of Ishtar, Nergal and 

Ereshkigal, and most likely Adapa and Etana. There exist other shorter 

stories, both mythological (Labbu, the Theology of Dunnu, etc.) and 

secular, the most famous being the recently discovered Tale of the Poor 

Man of Nippur. It is the first Mesopotamian story whose afterlife can be 

followed through the Thousand and One Nights and European folk- 

lore,35 that is, whose literary connexions have not been solely the Old 

Testament, as is the case with the Flood story in Gilgamesh (and now 

also in Atrahasis). To be sure, identity of motifs with other narrative 

poems has been pointed out, such as the above-mentioned ascent of both 

Alexander and Etana, each on the back of an eagle; most comparisons 

between Mesopotamian and classical mythological themes^* fit into 

categories so universal that direct influence cannot be adduced. 

2. Other narratives 

While most of the narrative texts discussed so far were composed with 

some theological purpose in mind — to exalt a particular god, to give an 

aetiological explanation for the rise of the city, a temple, or a cult — the 

theological propaganda that lies behind them seems to have meant little 

to their readers. Influencing the public politically could be more directly 

achieved through propagandistic literary works, clad in the form of 

narratives, the allusions of which must have been intelligible to their 

^ A I I 18. A 1090. 

^ J. Fontenrose, Python: A Studyof Delphic MythandltsOrigins {ficzVtXtyznd Los Angeles, 1959). 
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audience. To this group of texts probably belong some of the historical 

epics, though it is not possible to tell whether the propaganda they 

contain originated in the corridors of power — as a legitimation of the 

ruler’s policies — or was directed against them. 

Narrative poems with kings as protagonists also exist, though most of 

them are preserved in fragments only. They are of two types. One has 

recently been characterized as ‘poetic autobiographies’ or ‘pseudo- 

autobiographies’.^^ What we have is less an ‘autobiographical’ account 

of an early king (Shulgi, Sargon) than a poem couched as a first-person 

narrative that could be styled res gestae. If we approach these poems as a 

genre defined by the fiction of a first-person narrator rather than as 

defined by that narrator’s identity, such as a king or a god, they exhibit a 

particular structure that justifies uniting them as a genre. To this genre 

belong, in the first millennium, the so-called Birth Legend of Sargon^^ 

and the Marduk Prophecy,^9 both in poetic form, and the prose narrative 

of the mother of King Nabonidus,"*® whose service as priestess of the god 

Sin in Harran bespeaks a West Semitic connexion and links her 

autobiography to that of Idrimi, king of Alalakh, almost a thousand 

years earlier.'*' 

The common formal characteristic of these texts is that they begin 

with the statement ‘I am so-and-so’, as opposed to royal inscriptions 

which begin with a direct address to the god or with a long circumstan¬ 

tial clause introduced by ‘When . . .’. After some autobiographical 

material a central episode is developed; the end is a message to a future 

king. In the ‘Birth Legend of Sargon’ the central episode is fragmentary, 

but seems to deal with the king’s accomplishments as favourite of Ishtar; 

in the autobiography of the mother of Nabonidus, the emphasis is on the 

reconciliation of the god Sin with Babylon and his choice of Nabonidus 

to be its ruler, and thus on the legitimation of Nabonidus. 

The second type of texts also dealing with an episode of history with a 

famous king of the past as protagonist, but not necessarily couched in the 

first person or beginning with ‘I am . . .’ has been named ^naru 

literature’.92 The texts also end with a lesson to a future ruler. Their 

heroes are the kings of the Akkad dynasty, Sargon and Naram-Sin,''^ and 

their composition dates back to the second millennium, although some 

episodes are preserved in later versions.99 

Some of these narratives, especially those with a lesson to be drawn for 

’T’ A 1085; the term ‘poetic autobiographies’ is proposed on p. 8. Grayson proposed the term 

‘pseudo-autobiography’ in a 26 and A 1082, 187. 38 Latest edition a 1128. 

A 1056. 

<0 Translation, with bibliography, by A. L. Oppcnheim in a 44, ;6off. For bibliography 

concerning the historical implications sec a 5 ii, yzff. 

A 1166. Recent reinterpretation: a 1067. a 1091, 19. a 1094, ajf. 

^ A 1079; A 1087; A 1091, 65fT; A 1116; a 1158; a 1180, 48. 
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the ruler, no doubt had political propaganda purposes. While in many 
cases it is impossible to tell what the situation was that occasioned the 
composition of such pieces, since the tendentiousness is necessarily 
disguised, it could be suggested of a few works only that they contain 
veiled allusions against the misuse of power. Only one of these, the 
Babylonian Advice to a Prince,'*^ exists in two exemplars; its timeliness is 
illustrated by a letter written from Babylonia to the king to warn him of 
the consequences of abolishing the exemptions of the three free cities 
Sippar, Nippur, and Babylon. The other two, the Vision of the 
Netherworld and the Verse Account of Nabonidus, have each survived 
in one exemplar only;"*^ they spell out, just as does Advice to a Prince, a 
lesson for the king, and in that resemble the naru literature, but they are 
not composed according to the formal constraints prevailing in that 
genre. These works were composed for the king and the court, in order 
to influence them, as their ‘library’ copies and the allusions to them 
show, and were not, for example, subversive or clandestine literature. 
They also differ from the propaganda texts emanating from the king’s 
entourage, since the royal inscriptions which could be so classified, and 
which moreover purport to be factual accounts, are written in prose. 

Similarly for the king were composed his own - and not some 
ancestor’s — res gestae, which take different forms in Assyria'*'^ and in 
Babylonia. 

No doubt for the king’s entertainment were composed humorous 
poems, such as the Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur, as the inclusion of 
the episode of borrowing a chariot from the king shows. 

III. OTHER POETRY 

Poetic works without a narrative plot may be classified as hymns, 
prayers, and magic incantations. Only the last preserve some of the 
flavour of folk poetry; hymns and prayers are predominantly learned. 

Hymnic poetry of the first millennium differs greatly in its formal 
structure from Old Babylonian hymns. In essence religious, hymns are 
addressed to gods and goddesses. The genre of temple hymns and hymns 
to kings, much cultivated in the early second millennium, mostly written 
in Sumerian,'*® is hardly represented, with the exception of a hymn to 

^5 The title formerly given to it, ‘Furstenspicgel’, makes the connexion between this work and 
the medieval and oriental genre of Speculum principis. 

^ Advice to a Prince: a 1115,1 lo-i 5; see also a 1160. ‘A Vision of the Netherworld’: translation 
by E. A. Speiser in A 44,109—10. A Verse Account of Nabonidus: translation by A. L. Oppenheim in 
A 44, 512-15. See A 422, i98f; a 1057; a 1173. Sec pp. 209 and 305. 

^8 A 1088. See also a 1066 and a 1090. 
An Old Babylonian hymn to King Gungunum in Akkadian is published as a i 180, 41. 
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Arba^il and a hymn to the city and temple of Borsippa;50 hymns to kings 

of Assyria, with the exception of a hymn to Ashurbanipal,^' seem to 

cluster in the late second millennium. 

As opposed to the shorter and more terse Old Babylonian hymns, 

these later hymns (although their exact date of composition is not 

known) tend to be long; especially favoured is the hymn of two hundred 

lines.52 Their length immediately suggests that they were not intended 

for oral performance. The most famous of these is the hymn to Shamash; 

there is a hymn to Ishtar consisting of 237 lines, and to Nabu of 226 to 

232 lines. The 200-verse hymn to Gula is a composition in which the 

goddess speaks her self-praise, and through this fiction it is related rather 

to the self-praise of Ishtar and the self-praise of Marduk (for which see 

below). The two hundred lines of the Shamash hymn can be broken 

down neither into twenty ten-line stanzas, nor into one hundred distichs; 

nor can similar divisions be made in the over two hundred lines of the 

hymns to Nabu, Ishtar, and the queen of Nippur in spite of the rulings in 

the Ishtar hymn after every tenth line or in the Shamash, Marduk, and 

Nabu hymns after every second line on the tablet, since these rulings, as 

mentioned above, are for visual orientation. Nevertheless, the formal 

device of repetition and parallelism is evident in them, and it is rather 

these groups of parallel verses that articulate the poems. 

The central topic of a hymn is the praise of the god to whom it is 

addressed; this praise is spoken in the first person by the worshipper, 

who was no doubt the king for whom the poet composed the work. 

While it is true that standard and often stereotyped phrases recur in the 

description of the god’s power and mercy, the emphasis on the god’s 

concern toward man as much as the description of his hierarchical 

position among the gods gives us an insight into the way man’s relation 

to god was conceived. 

Nowhere does this appear with more poignancy than in the hymn to 

Shamash, the sun-god and god of justice par excellence. Its message is that 

justice and fairness are pleasing to Shamash, and dishonesty is abhorrent 

to him. This ethical message is expounded in a series of vignettes about 

persons from all walks of life who exemplify just and honest behaviour 

and are rewarded by Shamash or, conversely, act dishonestly and are 

punished. This central topic is elaborated in antithetical distichs (or 

occasionally, longer units); the frame of the poem, an address to Shamash 

describing his omniscience — as the luminary who sees all — also shows a 

sophisticated arrangement, as the preamble speaks of Shamash as the sun 

A 1072; A 1104. 51 A I181. 

52 A 1114; also the Shamash hymn a 1115, 121-38; the Ishtar hymn, a 1161; the Nabu hymn, 

A 1172; the Gula hymn, a 1119; the hymn to the queen of Nippur, a 1123. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



308 iSc. BABYLONIAN LITERATURE 

which rises ever higher over the land in its daily course, and the end of 

the poem returns to this cosmic topic, but depicts the functions of the 

sun-god as regulating the calendar and the seasons. The poem thus deals 

both with the sun’s course over the day and with its course over the year. 

The elaborations that such hymns underwent in the first millennium 

can be observed in the hymn to Ishtar, for which earlier versions are 

known. 53 The late texts retain the articulation of the hymn by a series of 

refrains (such as ‘look on me with favour!’ and ‘how long yet’) and 

strophes composed of lines all beginning with ‘mercy!’, but expand both 

the praise of the goddess and the entreaties of the supplicant by inserting 

at such places further strophes or lines which conform to the pattern. 

Characteristic of these hymns is a certain artificial diction, a vocabulary 

of rare and recherche terms, a striving to avoid ordinary or everyday 

words and phrases. 

Similar in style but employing a different poetic fiction are those 

hymns in which the god or goddess speaks in self-praise. The theme of 

self-praise (or, as it is sometimes called, self-predication) is a common 

one in historical texts, in which the king boasts of his achievements and 

the favour bestowed on him by the gods. It is, however, only in the first 

millennium that self-praise by the deity enters Akkadian literature — 

possibly as a sort of revival of earlier Sumerian poetry in which such self- 

praises are more frequent. The longest and most completely preserved is 

the self-praise of Gula.^'* It is, as has been mentioned, one of the 200- 

verse hymns (divided by rulings which do not follow the internal 

structure of the poem) in which strophes of Gula’s self-presentation as 

the goddess of a particular city alternate with ones in praise of the god 

who is her spouse in each of her many manifestations. An unusual feature 

of the self-praise of the goddess Nana is the fact that the first line of each 

strophe is in Sumerian.55 In the rest of the strophe she describes herself 

under the names by which she is known in various cities of Babylonia.5'’ 

That other hymns of such self-praise existed can be inferred from the 

incipit cited in the catalogue of songs from Ashur, ‘I am the most 

venerable goddess of all.’5’ In contrast, the self-praise of the king with 

which some royal inscriptions begin - as opposed to a hymn to the god 

to whom the king’s pious work is dedicated - although couched in 

elevated language, is in prose. In prose also are the two selTpresentations 

of Marduk and of Shulgi.58 Their depiction of the god Marduk’s or the 

deified king Shulgi’s impact on the events of the world is closely related 

5^ For bibliography and both an Akkadian and a Hittite version from Bogazkoy see a i i6i. 

^ Edited in a i i 19; a duplicate to lines loiff is Sm. 1056. A self-praise of Ishtar, incompletely 

preserved, is A 322, no. 306+351. a 1156. 

56 A bilingual ‘self-predication’ of Inanna-lshtar begins, similarly, with the goddess enumerating 

the cities and temples in which she is queen; see a 1076, no. 46, and a duplicate to the first forty lines 

in A 184, no. 27. 57 A j22, no. 158 vi 8 and 10. 58 a 1056. 
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in content and form to the category of texts termed prophecies or 

oracles, and these in turn have a close affinity to omen texts, as they 

depict, sometimes in alternation, evil times and blessed times that befall 

the land. Such texts may in fact have drawn their imagery from omen 

apodoses, for which see below. 

IV. PRAYERS 

Prayers have many affinities with hymns, so that often it is a subjective 

matter in which category to classify a religious poem. Prayers are 

characterized by greater space and emphasis devoted to the petition, 

although such a petition for the welfare of the worshipper often appears 

at the ends of hymns too, and by a certain penitential tone that evokes the 

psalms of the Bible. They are usually preceded by the Sumerian word in 

(Akkadian liptu), conventionally translated ‘incantation’, as a sort of 

title; indeed, many of them functioned in a variety of magic and 

apotropaic rituals. The purpose or setting of these prayers is usually 

stated in the subscript, which specifies that it is a ‘recitation [ka.inim.ma\ 

on the occasion of...’ Certain motifs are typical of these prayers: the self¬ 

presentation of the supplicant; the description of the calamity that 

distresses him; the appeal to the deity for help; the promise of praise or 

sacrifice for all future time.^^ Many such prayers exist in a standard form, 

with the name of the supplicant left open, so that it can be supplied from 

case to case. Of those in which the name is filled in, it is often the king’s 

name that appears (from Sargon to Sin-sharra-ishkun).®o So it is likely 

that they were composed for the king, perhaps for a particular occasion, 

but were also available to private persons seeking the god’s mercy and 

help. While many such prayers consist of stereotyped phrases - partly 

because such phrases were required by the accompanying ritual - and 

thus for the modern reader seem repetitious and hackneyed, the form 

could not have evolved without a basis in personal rehgiosity and deep 

emotion such as is reflected in the imagery and diction, as we have 

learned to appreciate in the penitential psalms of the Old Testament. 

It is now known that Sumerian parallels to these prayers exist, 

although there is no evidence that the Sumerian versions were actually 

earlier than the Akkadian;*’ they may have been secondarily composed 

as a counterpart to those Sumerian prayers that were to be recited in the 

course of various rituals. 

Prayers are addressed not only to deities but, in the course of magic 

operations, to the substances that are used in the performance, such as 

salt or tamarisk, and to the fire that is used in burning these substances or 

A 1129. «> See A 1129, j4f. A 1120. 
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in fumigation. Prayers are also addressed to stars and planets. While 

some address the astral manifestation of the deity, the main purpose of 

others is to draw down the celestial power inherent in the celestial body 

to make the magic operation or its ingredients more efficacious, and 

similarly to infuse with its power a medication prepared in a certain 

prescribed way. 

The stars — the gods of the night — are also addressed before the 

performance of an extispicy to ask that a reliable answer be shown 

through the exta of the lamb that will be slaughtered at dawn. Most such 

late prayers address the gods of divination, Shamash and Adad; there 

are, however, first-millennium versions of the earlier. Old Babylonian, 

addresses to the gods of the night. The diviner in solitary vigil while city 

and countryside around him are in deep sleep is a topos that, in spite of the 

prayer’s standard phraseology, lends itself to a lyric tone rare in other 

prayers.Comparison of the earlier and later prayers shows that later 

poets had a predilection for greater elaboration and repetitions, while the 

Old Babylonian versions show greater restraint. 

In some rituals, during the performance of which both the magical 

expert and the person on whose behalf the ritual is performed recited 

certain prayers, the professional expert — the exorcist, the lamentation 

priest, etc. — often has to recite a prayer in Sumerian (which may or may 

not be provided with an interlinear Akkadian translation), but the lay 

participant, even if he is the king, recites prayers only in Akkadian. This 

practice does not tell us much about the survival of Sumerian language, 

culture, and religion, since most such Sumerian prayers seem to be 

secondary, that is, translated from the Akkadian, and thus the fact that 

they are recited in Sumerian may only indicate the preference for a 

traditional language in a liturgical setting, as is still the case for Latin or 

Syriac in many Churches today. 

V. WISDOM LITERATURE 

A special group of learned poetry is known as ‘wisdom literature’, by 

analogy with the ‘wisdom’ books of the Bible. Under this name, 

however, a variety of types needs to be distinguished. One group, 

labelled ‘precepts and admonitions’,®^ continues an old Sumerian tra¬ 

dition, whether these admonitions are words of practical wisdom 

affecting everyday man or warnings given to the king if he does not rule 

wisely and fairly.®'* Another group, fables, includes disputations between 

inanimate things (trees or cereals) or between animals; still another 

comprises collections of proverbs, usually very difficult to understand 

A 1146. *3 A 64 Seep. 506. 
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because of their terse formulation and sometimes riddle-like nature.*^ 

these have Sumerian and Old Babylonian forerunners. While the ‘fables’ 

- or rather, disputations between animals and inanimate objects — 

continue a Sumerian tradition, some rare shorter pieces are closer to the 

fables known from classical and Oriental literature.*® 

Newly composed, or at least without known earlier material, are the 

three compositions known as the Poem of the Righteous Sufferer, the 

Theodicy, and the Dialogue of Pessimism. The first of these is a 

monologue and the other two are dialogues. Some of the themes of these 

poems are also found in second-millennium texts, both from Babylonia 

and from Ras Shamra (Ugarit),*^ the Old Babylonian in a dialogue form, 

the Ras Shamra poem in the preserved part containing a monologue 

only, but possibly containing in the now lost ending an answer to the 

speaker. 

All three poems treat the question of the sufferings that befall a man 

who believes he does not deserve such a divine punishment, and thus 

broach the question of the moral problem of the just suffering while the 

sinner prospers.*® 

The philosophical content - some aspects of which also infuse 

prayers, especially those which are comparable to the penitential psalms 

- makes these poems the earliest examples of reflective literature, which 

in Babylonia manifests itself only as poetry, never as prose, and 

moreover takes the typical form of ‘dramatic monologue’ (Nougayrol’s 

term)*’ or dialogue, since thoughts and deliberations are normally 

expressed by speaking to oneself and conflicting arguments are usually 

couched in dialogue form. 

Self-expression, then, could naturally take the pattern of this accepted 

way of communication, direct speech; only instead of addressing an 

interlocutor or messenger, the speaker addresses himself, introducing 

his monologue with ‘I said to my heart’ or the like, or creates a fancied 

interlocutor, simply designated as ‘friend’, to express his thoughts and 

feelings. This friend’s role is hardly ever more than to utter a few 

comforting words. Only the ‘Dialogue of Pessimism’’® contains a verbal 

exchange between the servant and his master; for this reason it has been 

characterized not only as a humorous dialogue’* but also as the most 

ancient mime.’^ 

What distinguishes these ‘wisdom texts’ from other inner mono¬ 

logues or non-fictive dialogues is the artful language and abstruse 

vocabulary, which makes them difficult of access not only to us but 

obviously also to the reader they addressed. Both the Righteous Sufferer 

A 1115, chapters. 7-9, pp. i jo-279. ^ a 1113, 2i6fT iii 50—4; see a 1054, and a 1177. 

A 1139; A 1142. ^ A 1171. ^ A 1145. ^ A 1115, chapter 6, pp. 159-49. 
A 1176. ’2 A 1095. 
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and the Theodicy were commented on by Babylonian scholars, thus 

putting them on a par with other such learned texts as scientific literature 

(especially omens) and the Poem of Creation. 

VI. SECULAR POETRY 

Purely lyrical and secular poetry - love songs, awe or pleasure vis-a-vis 

nature, or work songs that according to some are at the origin of poetry - 

are not found in cuneiform sources. That does not mean that such poems 

did not exist; there is even a special term for the work song of the 

ploughman {alald)\ songs like these, however, were not expected to be 

written down. Descriptions of nature, rare as they are, appear in relations 

of royal campaigns or in some conjurations. 

As for love poems, we would surmise their existence from catalogues 

which list the first lines of these poems, for example, ‘Darling, I spend 

the night awake for you’; ‘Young man, ever since I beheld you’; ‘Away, 

sleep! I want to embrace my lover’. However, as a recently found 

complete poem which is listed in this catalogue shows,'^'* this love poetry 

— possibly all of the poems known to us only from their first lines cited in 

the catalogue — had its framework, at least as a fiction, in the domain of 

divine lovers, especially Ishtar and Dumuzi. Whether these songs were 

reserved for cubic occasions or were attributed to the religious sphere 

only secondarily (much like the ‘Song of Songs’) is not known. 

Similarly, elegiac poems about the death of a beloved place these 

emotions in relation to the death of Dumuzi, with the single exception of 

an Assyrian poem. This elegy, preserved in a single Neo-Assyrian copy, 

may go back to somewhat earlier. Middle Assyrian times, as some of its 

linguistic features suggest.'^® It is a plaint of a dead woman, a woman who 

died in childbirth, who mourns how death has separated her from the 

husband she loved, in answer to a question by an unnamed speaker who 

asks why she drifts about like a boat cast loose. It is the principal 

metaphor of a ship cast adrift, a topos of Sumerian origin but also 

encountered in Akkadian incantations,’^ which touches our Western 

sensibility conditioned by such images in poetry. While a close analysis 

of the structure of the poem can illuminate its poetic qualities, still there 

is no poem comparable in Assyrian or Babylonian literature that would 

help us place this elegy among poetry of its time. Other poetic genres are 

Personification of nature, expressed in the topos of vegetation and watercourses bewailing the 

death of a friend or family member, is found in the lament of Gilgamesh over Enkidu and in a 

funerary inscription of an Assyrian king (a 1070, no. 12, and a 1168; see a i i 54). 

A 1053. ’5^1121. A 1158, 85-95. 

^ E.g., ‘The boat is held fast at the quay of death, the barge is held fast at the quay of suffering’; 

seeking to bring ‘the rope of the boat to the safe mooring place, the rope of the barge to the quay of 

life’. Cuneiform text in a 1105 in, no. 248 ii 51-2 and ii 5 8ff. 
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preserved only embedded in the narrative literature. A lament over the 

dead is exemplified by Gilgamesh’s lament over the dead Enkidu.^® 

The only poetry that may represent a purely secular or folk poetry, 

that is, poetry in no way dependent on the official cult or the royal court 

for inspiration, model, or tone, is possibly found embedded in magical 

and medical texts, as incantations or charms addressing the evil to be 

exorcised, or tracing the emergence of a certain evil as the end product of 

the creation of earth and its plants. They are characterized by repetition 

or concatenation, devices that also characterize folk poetry of other 

cultures,’^ though recorded much later. They have been preserved 

because they became a part of the technical or scientific literature which 

had its place in royal or scholarly libraries, and thus give us a glimpse of 

the style of songs that may have been current in the oral literature. 

VII. RITUALS 

It was also the first millennium that developed, if not the cultic import of 

long and elaborate rituals that often extend over several days, at least the 

scrupulous and detailed description of the happenings; the liturgical 

actions and the pertinent prayers or exorcisms to be recited are 

enumerated, although these latter may only be cited by their incipit. The 

majority of them, just like the earlier ones, involve the king, again 

suggesting that those that are not explicitly directed to the king may also 

have originated in court surroundings and eventually have been made 

available, or adapted, to private persons.®® 

The most famous is the New Y ear’s ritual,®' a series of events that took 

ten days, during which Marduk re-entered his temple in Babylon in a 

procession, and his son Nabu journeyed there from Borsippa. The ritual 

reaffirmed the king’s mandate to rule. During its celebration the Poem of 

Creation {enuma elif) was recited, and probably a re-enactment of 

Marduk’s victory over Tiamat described in that poem was performed.®® 

Rituals also preceded the king’s setting out on a campaign - an annual 

event in Assyria throughout most of its history — or other expedition; a 

ritual before setting out to cross the desert {edin.na.dib.bi.da) may have 

been available to any traveller.®® 

Rituals accompanied the digging of the foundations and building of a 

house, the digging of a well, and other secular activities. The borderline 

A I I 54. 

R. Austerlitz, Ob-Vgric Metrics: The Metrical Structure of Ostjak and Vogul Folk-Poetry {HtXsink'i^ 

1958). 

From second-millennium Babylonia there is only one such ritual text, from Mari; from 

Assyria, a royal ritual; and from the Hittite empire a number of elaborate rituals, in Hittite. 

F. Thureau-Dangin, ‘Le rituel des fetes du nouvel an a Babylone’, in a 1178, 127-54. 

A 1117. A 1073; A 1132; A 1179, for which see also a 1061. 
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between rituals designed to make the undertaking successful and those 

performed to avert an evil portended by an ominous event, such as an 

uncommon happening in the household (listed in the omen series hmma 

alu and summa i^bu), is often difficult to draw, since among the namburbi 

rituals (apotropaic rituals designed to ward off such portended evil) may 

be found some designed to accompany the digging of wells or to secure 

brisk trade for a tavern.®^ 

There are also elaborate rituals specifically related to the cult. Only 

one ritual is known for building temples,®® apart from the narratives in 

royal inscriptions of the ceremonies accompanying the laying of the first 

brick (often carried by the king himself or the crown prince) or the 

preparation of the mortar, which is ceremonially made into an admixture 

of aromatic herbs and precious stones. A group of rituals deals with 

consecrating the divine statue. The image of the god has to undergo the 

‘opening of the mouth’ ceremony (preceded by the washing of the 

statue’s mouth), for, so the texts tell us, without it ‘the god cannot smell 

incense, cannot eat bread, or drink water’.®® 

This variety of rituals designed to protect the king against ills 

portended by signs, or to make the outcome of his enterprise successful 

(whether campaigns against the enemy or conquests), or to propitiate the 

gods by dedicating to them sanctuaries, statues, and paraphernalia - this 

variety, combined with the rise in popularity of such omen categories 

(astrology, divination from the exta) as predominantly deal with 

portents of public significance, suggest that in the first millennium the 

royal courts were the locus of scholars whose activities centred around the 

king and his entourage. Their role at the court of Esarhaddon has been 

elucidated by Parpola,®’ their internal rivalries by Oppenheim.®® The 

distribution of the evidence does not permit us to decide whether these 

activities began only under the Sargonids, or whether they can be 

projected back to Nabonassar and to Babylonia as well as Assyria, and it 

may of course also distort the picture emerging from the extant textual 

material, much of which obviously survived in royal or scholarly 

libraries. Other, non-court-centred activities may never have been 

recorded in writing, or if so are not so far recovered. 

Especially numerous from Seleucid Uruk are texts designed as 

instructions for rituals. The most important one — the New Year’s ritual 

— was mentioned above; there are also rituals for a particular under¬ 

taking; to prepare the lilissu drum,®’ or to avert the consequences of a 

^ A 1062. 

85 For bibliography and edition of some of these texts, see a 105 5 and a 1184, no. 16. 

8^ A 1070, 120:2 and parallels. An edition of the mouth-washing rituals is being prepared by 

C. B. F. Walker. 87 ^ passim^ esp. pp. xiv—xxi and 448!?. 88 ^ 1040. 

89 A 1178. 
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lunar eclipse^ and to purify the king after such an event.^' All these 

rituals are instructions for a particular behaviour, offerings to the gods or 

spirits; often they not only prescribe prayers to be recited, but also 

include these prayers among the instructions. They are, therefore, an 

additional source for our knowledge of prayers and incantations that are 

otherwise known from prayer collections outside rituals. 

The exorcist and the diviner also recite prayers before they set about 

the performance of their duties; most famous is the ‘prayer to the gods of 

the night’.^ 

Besides prophylactic rituals, there exist apotropaic rituals against the 

evil power of demons and sorcerers.An array of evil demons — often 

referred to as the seven evil demons - and malevolent spirits of the dead, 

who must roam about because they lie unburied or have received no 

funerary offering, are exorcised with elaborate prayers and incantations. 

These texts are usually bilingual, Sumerian—Akkadian; they have been 

serialized in a composition known in Sumerian as udug.hul (Akkadian 

utukku lemnutu).’^^ 

Those against sorcerers and sorceresses are collected in a series called 

maqlu, ‘Burning’,®^ and involve a nocturnal ceremony in which effigies of 

the sorcerers are burned or melted in fire. Another collection with a 

similar name, hrpu, ‘Burning’,’* is not directed against any particular 

external evil power but is conceived as a purification ritual for a man’s 

sins. Whether its duration was one night, like that of maqlit, or according 

to some other disposition, is not certain since the tablet which gives the 

summary of the directions - the so-called ritual tablet — is not preserved 

in full, unlike that for maqlu. This ritual, after long series of enumerations 

of the man’s possible infractions of divine or moral laws, and of the 

various evils that in consequence befell him, also ends with the burning 

of substances that sympathetically represent the man’s sins, l^urpu ends 

with a series of prayers in Sumerian addressing the paraphernalia used in 

the ritual, such as the fire and the date palm branch. 

The list of transgressions of lurpu, a list that has been dubbed the 

‘confession of sins’, and the prayers that these various exorcistic and 

magical texts contain make them a source for understanding Babylonian 

religion as much as prayers and hymns outside such magic settings. The 

^ BRM 4, no. 6; edited a 1070, no. 24. 

See A 1115 and the latest duplicate from Uruk in a 1184, no. 12. ^ See p. 310. 

An edition of the three-tablet series of incantations and rituals against the female demon 

Lamashtu is being prepared by W. Farber to replace the old edition, a 1136. 

^ Only parts of the series arc available in modern editions, e.g., a 1081; previous edition of the 

then known pieces, a 1039. For bibliography see a 5 iii, 88f. Some of the bilingual incantations have 

Sumerian forerunners from the Old Babylonian period; see a 1073. 

’5 Edited, with German translation, a 1130. For analysis of its content and structure see a 1030. 

96 a 1154. 
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difference between them seems to be the occasion; apotropaic rituals fall 

under the competence of the exorcist - and are listed among the 

handbooks that he is to know in order to exercise his craft’^ — while the 

temple singer and other temple personnel propitiate the divinity with 

cultic acts and recitations that are prescribed in other manuals and 

collections. 

VIII. MEDICINE 

Similarly blurred are the distinctions between magic and medicine. 

While scientific medicine was practised by the same class of experts as 

various magic rituals, it was couched in that most rigorously scientific 

form envisaged by the ancients, the omen collection. Omens may be 

considered scientific because, first, they are based on observation of 

facts, whether these are changes in the human milieu or among the stars in 

heaven, and more important, because they rigorously exhaust, in the best 

casuistic manner, all possibilities and variations according to the 

position and the characteristic, such as colour, direction, and the like, of 

the phenomenon observed. One such class of phenomena, the appear¬ 

ance and behaviour of a sick person, fell under the competence of the 

aSipu, and his diagnosis was couched in the form of omens, with the 

description of the symptom constituting the protasis, and the prognosis 

the apodosis. These are the diagnostic omens, of which we have one 

small piece from the Middle Babylonian period.^* They differ from the 

medical texts proper in that they do not prescribe, but only diagnose the 

disease and predict its outcome or, in the case of pregnant women, the 

viability and sex of the child. These texts served the ahpu who observed 

the patient and also derived his prognosis from ominous events 

encountered on the way to the patient’s house; these were of the nature 

enumerated in the Humma alu series, to which it may have been an 

appendix. 

The aHipu was not the expert who treated the sick person; that task fell 

to the medical practitioner, the asu, who had at his disposal a set of 

therapeutic handbooks whose chapters dealt with diseases affecting a 

particular part of the body.^’ 

Just as the diagnostic omens are arranged in a sequence from ‘top to 

toe’, lit. ‘the crown of the head to the nails [of the feet]’ {ultu muhhi adi 

^ This is the ‘exorcist’s handbook’, a 322 no. 44; see a 1058. 

’8 PBS 2/2 104. The canonical series was edited by R. Labat, a 1110. Of the new material 

excavated or identified subsequendy, note especially the catalogue published in a 1098 and the 

commentaries from Uruk published in a 1096, nos. 27-42. 

An overview, with bibliographical notes, is found in a i 148, 64jf. See also a 1052. 
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supri),^^ so the therapeutic books also seem to have been arranged in a 

similar sequence.’*^' 

These medical handbooks are structured much as the Greek ones are, 

comprising the description of the symptoms of the illness (the indica¬ 

tion) and the prescription of the appropriate remedy, describing both the 

substances to be used and the manner of preparing and administering 

them to the patientd^^ They would provide invaluable information 

about the history of medicine, were it not for the fact that many of the 

plants and other substances entering into the medication cannot be 

identified with certainty, and even the terms describing the ailment are 

often imperfectly understood. 

The medical practitioner was, however, not only physician and, most 

likely, his own pharmacist or herbalist as well, but also knowledgeable in 

such religious and ritual matters as were necessary to make his cure 

efficacious. Indeed, these therapeutic texts are interspersed with prayers 

and invocations to the gods’^^ and, even more strikingly, with prayers 

and rituals (including the confection of amulets) involving the celestial 

bodies, thus indicating that Hellenistic iatromathematics, that is, the use 

of astrology in medical treatment, had its precursor in Mesopotamia. 

A special subsection of both the diagnostic and the therapeutic 

handbooks was devoted to gynaecology, the former predicting the 

outcome of pregnancy as well as dealing with the diagnosis of infants, 

the latter concerned not only with obstetrics but also with treating 

sterility, and including tests for pregnancy. 

To this corpus of medical lore belong also the pharmaceutical 

handbooks: the series uruanna}'^ a two-column list of therapeutic herbs, 

minerals, and even fats and other substances that can enter a prescrip¬ 

tion, giving either their equivalents in Akkadian if the name of the 

substance is foreign — Sumerian, or from another foreign language such 

as ‘Subarian’ (probably Hurrian) and Elamite — or the equivalent 

substances that may be substituted for them. Other handbooks, sammu 

Not from ‘head to toe’, just as the Hippocratic books also deal with remedies for diseases 

starting with the ‘crown of the head’; see Paulus Aegineta, Prefacey translated by Francis Adams 

(1844) I, p. xix. 

Several medical texts have been edited by R. Campbell Thompson in Proceedings of the Koyal 

Society of Medicine 17 (1924) and 19 (1926), JKAS (1957), AJSL, 47 (1930), etc.; a new edition to 

replace the incomplete and partially outdated previous editions is expected from F. Kocher in the 

series Die babylonisebe-assyrisebe Medecfn. For a brief overview, with bibliography, see a i ioi. 

D. Goltz, Studien c^ur altorientalischen und griecbischen Heilkunde: Tberapie - Ar^neibereitung - 

Kec^eptstruktur (Sudhoffs Archiv Beiheft 16) (Wiesbaden, 1974). 

*03 In certain medical texts the disease itself, or the evil power thought to be at its root, is 

addressed. *04 ^ ^ ^ 1157- 

*0* An edition is being prepared by F. Kocher. 
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sikinsu and abnu likinlu, give more detailed descriptions of the vegetable 

or mineral substance,'®^ often in terms of other plants and stones just like 

the Hellenistic and medieval alchemical handbooks, and also indicate the 

ailment for which they are suitable. 

IX. SCHOLARLY LITERATURE 

Scholarly and scientific activity, to which the above-mentioned lists of 

plants, and other descriptions of plants and animals, belong, is also 

manifested in a large number of scholia, commenting both on scientific 

texts and on difficult literary texts. Among literary texts, commentaries 

are made on texts of religious or theological complexity, such as the 

Poem of Creation, and on texts which are written in an erudite 

language, replete with rare words, such as the ‘Righteous Sufferer’ and 

the ‘Theodicy’. The scholarly texts commented on are the omens, maqlu, 

surpu, and medical texts. No commentaries exist on narrative texts (such 

as epics), nor on hymns and prayers. Lexical lists that originated in the 

second millennium to provide equations of Sumerian and Akkadian 

words - either to provide glosses for the no-longer intelligible Sumerian 

literature and vocabulary, or to teach Sumerian to the Akkadian¬ 

speaking scribes — continued to be copied and expanded in the first 

millennium,’®® and additional types of lexical lists were created: a type 

called group vocabularies’®® that list words in groups of homonyms or 

synonyms, and the so-called synonym lists”® that give common equiva¬ 

lents to rare or foreign, mostly West Semitic, words. Moreover, the old 

lexical lists were provided with commentaries; the two major types of 

commentaries are those adding a third column with more recent or more 

common Akkadian words to the existing two-column Sumerian— 

Akkadian word list (HAR-gud),”’ and more elaborate scholia that not 

only add further Akkadian equivalents to the Sumerian—Akkadian lists, 

but also explain them in terms of etymology, real or fancied, or provide a 

set of terms that furnish the link, again correct or fictitious, between two 

terms that figure as equivalents in the original list.”2 

Similar scholia - arranged as either a simple list of equations or, more 

elaborate, adducing an explanation for the equation - were compiled for 

other scientific texts, such as medical texts”® and above all omens (liver 

*0^ No complete edition of the various fragments is available. Excerpts from fammu fikinfu are 

quoted in a 1102 and a 11)3; from abnu Sikiniu in a 1123, 13 zff. 

108 See, for example, the remarks of M. Civil in MSL 14, i6off. 

See I. L. Finkel, MSL, 16, 4fand 25fF; A. Cavigneaux, MSL 17, if; and M. T. Roth, MSL 17, 

127ff. 11® Parts of synonym lists are edited in a 1097 and a 1167. 

Ill They are edited, along with the Sumerian-Akkadian HAR-ra vocabularies, in MSL vols. 

4—12. 1*2 For example, the commentaries to Aa, see M. Civil, Mi“JL 14, 13 8-<30. 

115 A good example is the commentary 11N-T5, edited in a 1064. 
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omens, diagnostic omens, summa alu, and summa Commentaries 

to celestial omens often go beyond lexical equations and explain 

phenomena listed in the omen’s protasis in terms of other phenomena; 

for example, a protasis referring to a certain star is repeated with one of 

the planets replacing the star.”^ Such commentaries may contain the 

comment only, or both the citation of the passage commented on and its 

explanation; in the latter case they help to reconstruct such scholarly 

texts, if the original uncommented version does not happen to be 

preserved, and in the former they at least estabhsh the sequence of the 

original version. 

X. OMENS 

Omens, observable on earth and in the sky, as the texts state,may 

occur spontaneously or may be provoked. Among the spontaneously 

occurring signs are those that appear in a house, in a field, or in the 

behaviour of animals or humans, which are collected in lumma alu (over 

one hundred tablets);"'^ signs which derive from monstrous births of 

animals or humans (summa it(bu, twenty-four tablets);”® characteristics of 

moles and similar marks on a person (the physiognomic omen series 

lumma alamdimmS)-,'^^^ dreams;'20 and the symptoms and behaviour of a 

sick man (the diagnostic omen series enuma ana bit marsj, forty(?) 

tablets).*2* Especially developed in the first millennium are omens from 

signs observed in the sky; echpses of sun or moon, the conjunctions of 

heavenly bodies, and the like (Eniima Anu Enlil, seventy tablets). 

Celestial omens in Old Babylonian are rare, and seem to deal with lunar 

eclipses only. A few summa alu type omens are also attested in the Old 

Babylonian period. *^3 Even though omens are not known in Sumerian, a 

The commentary to iumma i:(bu is edited following the text of the same series in A 1127; a 

duplicate to lines 284—392 (Tablets viri-xii) is a i 184, no. 37. No systematic edition is available for 

other types of omens; the commentaries published in autograph copy in CT 41 have been edited, 

along with five other texts published elsewhere, by R. Labat, A 1108. A commentary on the first 

tablet of the diagnostic omens is published in a 1068 (see also the remarks of A. Cavigneaux in 

A 1063), and several commentaries to this series are published in a 1096, nos. 27—35, 36, 38-42. 

Commentaries to various medical texts are published ibid,y nos. 47, 4€>-5 ji various omen texts 

ibid.y nos. 72, 77—8, 81, 83—4, and 90. A commentary to Summa alu is published in a 1184, no. 56. 

Other commentaries are scattered in various journals. 

See D. Pingree, a 1043, 20 §2.2.8.2. 

‘The signs in the sky just as those on the earth give us signals.’ a i 147, 203:24. 

The partial edition a i i 37, is expected to be replaced by a complete new edition; see a 1133. 

A 1127. *19 Cuneiform texts, with introduction and glossary, a 1107; see also a 1106. 

*20 A 1145. *21 A 1110; new material in A 1096, nos. 27—42. 

*22 For the time being, see the texts edited in a 1042 and a 1045; a i 164. The texts pertaining to the 

first fifty tablets of the series were organized, but not edited, by E. F. Weidner, a 1182. For a brief 

description of the organization and content of this compendium see a 1148, 645f. a i 105. 
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few late tablets contain bilingual (Sumerian—Akkadian) omens,both 

of the lumma alu type, and celestial omens. 

Of the provoked omens, those based on the configurations of oil 

poured on water (lecanomancy),'^^ or the smoke from a censer (libano- 

mancy),'2® while still occasionally copied in the first millennium, have 

largely gone out of fashion and practice. In their stead some novel 

practices may have been introduced, of which only a few testimonies 

survive, such as psephomancy (throwing dice), incubation dreams, 

sprinkling an ox with water and observing its movements, and waiting, 

after the appropriate ritual, for a shooting star, so as to derive a 

prediction from its direction.*27 In continuous favour, in fact as far as we 

know the only divination that had its origin in Sumer, is extispicy, 

divination from the entrails (mostly the liver and gall bladder, but also 

the lungs) of a lamb slaughtered for that purpose. The huge collection of 

liver omens with the pertinent commentaries has not yet been organized 

and edited in full; it must have been as large as or larger than summa alu. 

Not only are its omens provoked, but the diviner expressly beseeches the 

gods of divination, Shamash and Adad, to put a favourable sign in the 

entrails of the lamb. Both the liver omen and the celestial omen 

collections seem to have been in a continuous state of expansion up to the 

end of cuneiform literacy, which is perhaps the reason why it is often 

impossible to assign a particular text to its proper place in the compen¬ 

dium, and both kept being commented upon and excerpted so that 

perhaps there never was a canonical version, such as we have for, e.g., 

summa i:^bu or the diagnostic series. 

There is also a manual for the use of the diviner, which gives the 

rationale for the interconnexions between observable phenomena (on 

the earth and in the sky) and the interpretations to be derived from 
them.'28 

XI. hemerologies 

Hemerologies list the favourable and unfavourable days and the permit¬ 

ted or forbidden activities. Several types are known; listing each 

consecutive day of the month, with either a short indication ‘favourable’ 

>2** A 1096, no. 85 {Jumma alu). Bilingual celestial omens are cited in excerpt in a 1045: from 

K 2241 + p. 40 note to III 6c, III i ib, xv 5, xvi 11, xvii 8; from K 8634, p. 56 ad II3; from 82—3-23, 

120, p. 77 ad XVII 8. Other unpublished bilingual omen texts are K 2286, K 8261, K 11573, 

K 14036 + Sm. 154. For a bilingual hemerology see a 1086, no. 28, and B. Landsberger, MSL 9, 

I07ff. >25 A I I 50. 

>26 A 1151; A 1078. See also R. D. Biggs, 63 (1969) 73—4. Another omen text deriving 

prognoses from incense is published in A 1140. >27 a 1155. >28 a 1147. 
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or ‘unfavourable’; listing each consecutive day and the prescriptions and 

proscriptions for it; listing only the favourable days with prescriptions; 

under each month, listing the favourable days; listing the same in tabular 
form.'29 

*29 A typology and a list of the hcmerological texts with bibliography is given by a 1112. 
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CHAPTER 29 

ISRAEL AND JUDAH FROM THE COMING OF 

ASSYRIAN DOMINATION UNTIL THE FALL OF 

SAMARIA, AND THE STRUGGLE FOR 

INDEPENDENCE IN JUDAH (r. 750-700 b.c.) 

T. C. MITCHELL 

I. TIGLATH-PILESER III AND THE ASSYRIAN THREAT 

In the first half of the eighth century b.c. the independent kingdoms of 

Israel and Judah enjoyed a period of prosperity which had not been 

known since the time of Solomon in the tenth century. A new situation 

began to develop, however, with the accession of Tiglath-pileser III to 

the throne of Assyria in 744 b.c. At that time Uzziah (767—740) was still 

in power in Judah, while Menahem (752—742),’ the founder of the fifth 

dynasty of Israelite kings since the death of Solomon, was ruling in 

Samaria. Very little is said about Menahem in the Old Testament.^ He 

seems to have been violent and ruthless (II Ki. 15:16); when there was a 

threat from the power of Assyria he was quick to collect treasure from 

the wealthy men of Israel in order to pay substantial tribute in silver (II 

Ki. 15:19-20). This passage names ‘Pul, King of Assyria’ as the recipient 

of the tribute, Pul being another name for Tiglath-pileser III,^ as stated 

in I Chron. 5:26,'* and indeed in his annals the latter boasts that he 

received tribute from ‘Menahem the Samarian’. The date at which 

Menahem paid this tribute is uncertain. 

During the eighteen years of his reign Tiglath-pileser established the 

power of Assyria in the west, but while his own inscriptions supply a 

considerable amount of information about his conquests, they have been 

preserved in such a form as to make it very difficult to assign the military 

activities narrated in them to exact years in his reign. The Eponym 

Chronicle provides a chronological skeleton of the doings of his reign,^ 

but since each entry names only one campaign target it can give only a 

* The chronology adopted in Chapters 19-51 of this volume is that of Thiele (b 506). This can be 

no more than a working hypothesis; sec CAH 443-6. Many argue that Menahem’s dates 

should be set later, though there is no agreement in detail: see b 505, 261. If this trend is correct many 

conse<)uential adjustments would be necessary in Thiele’s system, but since the evidence is still 

uncertain (sec discussion on p. 326 below), this has not been attempted here. 

2 The name mnljm is known on a number of private seals (b 521, 575, 576,578, 379, nos. 135,166, 

182, 195, 197), and on an ostraconfrom Nimrud listing men with West Semitic names (see pp. 341 

and 368—9 and n. 322 below). 3 See a 533, 61—2, 240-1 n. 1344; b 225, 7, 10. 

^ Cf. B 132, 484 n. i(b); B 533. 5 A 430-1; cf. A 210, 252-3. 
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summary indication of the trend of his military operations in any single 

year, and may well ignore operations of secondary importance alto¬ 

gether. It is possible, for instance, that in his campaign of 73 3, which the 

Eponym Chronicle gives as against Damascus, Tiglath-pileser extended 

his operations as far as Israel and Philistia.^ According to the chronicle, 

Tiglath-pileser became king in the spring (Ayyaru) of 745, and was 

already marching towards the west (‘between the rivers’) in the autumn 

(Tashritu) of the same year. The following year he campaigned in Iran 

(Namri), and in 743 he inflicted a defeat on Urartu ‘in Arpad’, that is to 

say, presumably, in the territory of Arpad, though ‘Arpad’ is preceded 

by the ‘city’ determinative URU.^ Arpad is mentioned as the destination 

of the campaigns in each of the three following years, 742—740, and in the 

entry for 741 there is a supplementary statement to the effect that it was 

conquered ‘within three years’. Taken at its face valued this would mean 

that Arpad was conquered in 739, in which year the chronicle records 

action against Ulluba in Urartu. The chronicle entry for 738 records the 

conquest of Kullani, which was situated in the west, but in 737 the target 

was the Medes in western Iran, and in the two following years it was 

Urartu once more. Finally, according to the Eponym Chronicle, the 

thrust returned to the west with campaigns against Philistia (734) and 

Damascus (733-732), after which Tiglath-pileser’s attentions were 

engaged in Babylonia and at home. 

The annals of Tiglath-pileser are known from the bas-relief slabs 

which had adorned his palace, the Central Palace, at Nimrud’ (ancient 

Calah), where inscriptions ran across the reliefs, sometimes in a middle 

band between an upper and lower register of sculptured scenes, and 

sometimes across the carved part of large sculptured reliefs. In each case 

they were in columns continuing from one slab to the next and 

sometimes with a column spanning more than one slab. The slabs were, 

however, reused in antiquity, and were found in a poor state of 

preservation. The original sequence of the slabs bearing the annal 

inscriptions can only be reconstructed by juxtaposing appropriate scenes 

and passages of text.’o The text thus reconstructed preserves references 

to only two chronological fixed points, Tiglath-pileser’s second (744 

B.C.; line 26) and ninth (737 b.c.; line 157) years,” so the only datable 

events in the Annals are those which fall on the same slabs as these dates, 

or possibly those which occur on slabs which may be associated with 

them by links supplied by overlapping duplicate passages.’^ Such 

^ Seepp. 523-6below. ^ a 210,2j2-4;andonthcalternationof URUand KUR, b 82,56-8. 

® Cf. A 210, 254. ’ A 116, I—19. 

Tiglath-pileser’s annals: a 35 i, 269-80 §§761-79; a 204, 1-41; and see p. 71 above. 

** The reference to the third year in a 33 i, 272 is a speculative restoration. 

See A 68, 128-31; a 212. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



a 

K^dMio 

Mtrumo 

Till Kinn»4>to!^ 

oTellTa'annak 

^;En^ / Aahtafotho 

I S R A E <L 

t. ■ 
Amman ^ 

/Gibbathon^ J b D A H 
JacvMl 

^ . . . a ^ JacvMlam 
•S Ekron o Bath<abamMh ® QumranL 

Asnooo 

I 7 
Athkelon/ ^ 

oR«m«t Rahei 

Gatho ®Aiatati 

Libnaho „ Tall lludatdab 

TjiirtjHaji® "Lachlah 

Tall Bart Miraim 

Arad Modarn placa name undarlined 

Land ovar 500 matras . 

MOAB 

a ^l4o'e 

40 mile* 
I 

Wl 
E |D O M T 

as-M-E l£J \ 3rt 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



TIGLATH-PILESER AND THE ASSYRIAN THREAT 325 

overlapping passages are sometimes found because what appears to be 

the same text was originally inscribed in different versions. The infor¬ 

mation supplied in the Eponym Chronicle and the annals may sometimes 

be augmented by other texts of the Display Inscription type, when the 

information in these matches that in a given part of the Annals, but what 

appear to be parallel lists of tributaries do not necessarily stem from the 

same year, since successive campaigns to an area in different years may 

have produced similar lists. 

Campaigns against, and tributaries from, the west, sometimes asso¬ 

ciated with Urartu, are dealt with in lines 59—73, 82—101,123—33,143—57, 

and 205—40 of the Annals, according to the traditional line numbering. It 

has been argued that since the account of Tiglath-pileser’s ninth year 

(737 B.c.) begins in line 157, the immediately preceding passage, lines 

150—7, which includes the reference to Menahem (line 150),'^ must 

appertain to the year 738, and therefore that Menahem’s reign must have 

continued as least as late as that year. This is a strong argument, but the 

surviving form of the Annals does not make it absolutely certain. 

The names of the western states which with Israel occur as tributaries 

(lines 150-7), namely Melid, Kummukhu, Gurgum, Que, Sam^al, 

Carchemish, Hamath, Byblos, Damascus, Tyre, and the Arabs, are 

repeated with variations and omissions elsewhere in the Annals (lines 

5 9-7 3, 8 2-1 o I) as well as in Display Inscriptions, some of which, at least, 

probably relate to different years. In lines 5 9-7 3 of the Annals, which are 

securely dated to Tiglath-pileser’s third year (743), the rulers of Melid, 

Kummukhu, Gurgum and Arpad are mentioned as enemies,’*' and lines 

82—101 name the rulers of Kummukhu, Gurgum, Que, Carchemish, 

Unqi, Damascus, and Tyre as tributaries.An important Display 

Inscription on a stone stela from Iran gives a list of western tributaries 

closely similar to that in the Annals, Lines 150—7, including also 

Menahem of Israel, but differing in omitting Hamath, and in naming 

Tubail (Itto-ba'^al) as king of Tyre, while the Annals name him as 

Hiram.'® Another Display Inscription, preserved on a tablet which, from 

the fact that it concludes its list of western tributaries with Judah, 

Ammon, Moab, Edom, Ashkelon, and Gaza,'^ may be judged to relate 

to the same period, 734—732 b.c., also lists many of the same city states as 

u Convenient transliteration and translation of lines i ja-4 in A 225,34; translation in A 35 i, 276 

§772; A 44, 283; cf. A 68, 129-30(5). A 35 I. 272-3 §769; see also a 68, 128-9 (l)- 

AIM. 273“4§769; A 225,35. Restored from two separate sources representing lines 82-9 and 

90-101 respectively; see A 68, 129 (4). The immediately following passage, lines 103-19, has now 

been shown tobelong to a tablet of later date (see CAH iiiKi, 503 n. 123, and seep. 331 n. 5 3 below). 

“ Levine Stela (a 68, 133, d(5); a 163, 96—9; A 183, 11-24, ®4~7; a 225, 28—32; b 204). On the 

spelling lu-ba-i/u see a 225, 47 and nn. 85-6. For the problem of sequence see a 68, 135 (2) on ND 

4301 +4305. 

u Tablet K.3751 (a 68,135-5 e(i)); convenient translation of reverse lines 7-12 in a 225,52; also 
A 35 I, 287-8 §801; A 44§§, 282. 
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tributaries, namely Melid, Kummukhu, Gurgum, Que, Sam^al, Hamath, 

Arvad, Byblos, and possibly originally in passages now missing, 

Carchemish, Damascus, Tyre, Israel, and the Arabs.'® 

There are thus several similar surviving lists of western tributaries, 

stemming from different years of Tiglath-pileser’s reign, and, according 

to the Eponym Chronicle, various possible western campaigns with 

which to associate them, and indeed perhaps other possible campaigns 

not actually named in the Eponym Chronicle. Since it cannot be 

positively excluded that the year (or years, if the two lists which mention 

him are taken to be from separate years, rather than earlier and later 

within a single year) in which Menahem paid tribute was 743 and perhaps 

742, the present chronology can be tentatively retained, if we bear in 

mind that firmer evidence may necessitate its modification.The 

passage in Kings which refers to this event says of Pul that ‘he came 

against the land’ (II Ki. 15:19), and though this phrase normally indicates 

a physical attack it is plausible in this context to understand it as referring 

to a distant threat apprehended from the presence of Tiglath-pileser in 

north Syria.This passage affords a clue to the population of the land at 

this time, because it sets the tribute paid by Menahem at i ,000 talents of 

silver, which he is said to have raised at fifty shekels per head^’ from the 

men of substance in his kingdom. If the talent is taken at 3,000 shekels, 

this gives a figure of 60,000 for the men of substance, which, together 

with their families and the lower classes, foreigners, and slaves, might 

suggest a total population of about 800,000 for Israel, and perhaps a 

further 200,000 for Judah, giving about a million for the land as a 
whole.22 

Archaeologically little can be connected with Menahem. The excava¬ 

tions at Tirzah, the old capital, have uncovered remains showing a 

prosperous period (level II) in the time of Jeroboam II, with a large 

public building, possibly the governor’s residence, and since Menahem 

is described as coming from Tirzah when he assassinated Shallum (II Ki. 

15:14) it is possible that this was his residence before he became king.^® 

At Hazor certain building changes were made in stratum VB, probably 

in response to a northern threat, possibly in the time of Menahem.2'* 

Menahem was succeeded by his son Pekahiah (II Ki. 15:22—3),25 who. 

>8 A 225, S3. 

Many scholars favour 758 b.c. as the year in which Menahem paid tribute (c.g. CAH 

411; A 210, 251—66; B 158, 245; B 256, 257); B 506,94—115 favours 745 as the year in question, a 80, 

144—7 suggests that Menahem’s tribute could have been paid some time in the years 742—40, and 

favours 741. See also A 62, 47-9 (= b 128, 169-72). 20 Cf. a 210, 251—2. 

2^ On which see a 108, 153. 22 g 65—6, 70; and cf. a 11, 97-8 and nn. 4-5. 

23 B 49 II, 597, 403—4, and plan p. 398; b 340, 381. 24 g 200, and fig. 51. 

25 *rhe spelling of his name pq^b in the Hebrew text may represent a revision by post-Exilic 

Judaean scribes, from an expected IsraeliteSee CAH 1112.1, 472—3. 
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though he is said to have continued in the heterodox religious tradition 

initiated by Jeroboam, has nothing recorded of his reign in Samaria, 

which ended after two years with his assassination by an aide-de-camp 

{salis),'^^ Pekah ben-Remaliah (II Ki. 15:25) in 740 b.c.^^ Pekah is said to 

have ruled for twenty years (II Ki. 15:27), but since he does not appear to 

have held power in Samaria for so long a period, it has been suggested 

that when Menahem assassinated Shallum in 752, Pekah seized that 

opportunity to establish himself as a rival ruler in Gilead, in Transjor¬ 

dan, making terms with Pekahiah on Menahem’s death, when he 

received the honorary title salU, but murdered Pekehiah at the earhest 

opportunity. Pekah is said to have been assisted in his coup by fifty 

Gileadites."phis must remain speculative, but at all events he brought 

Menahem’s short-hved dynasty to an end, and, since he did not pass on 

the kingship to anyone of his own family, he cannot be said to have 

established a dynasty. 

In the same year as the usurpation by Pekah in Israel, the long reign of 

the ailing Uzziah came to an end in Judah. During the last decade of his 

life he had suffered from leprosy and his son Jotham had acted as co¬ 

regent (II Ki. 15:5). Uzziah was remembered long afterwards, in the late 

sixth century, as the king in whose reign there had been a severe 

earthquake (Zech. 14:5), an event of some interest archaeologically, 

since it is likely that traces of it have been found at Razor, helping to date 

the end of level VI at that site to Uzziah’s time.2® Jotham now succeeded 

him as king in his own right. 

It was in this same year also that one of the greatest prophets of Judah 

began his public ministry. This is said to have taken place in the year that 

Uzziah died (Is. 6: i), and when this phrase is compared with the opening 

statement of the book which bears his name, ‘The Vision of Isaiah ben 

Amoz which he saw concerning Judah and Jerusalem in the days of 

Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah’ (Is. 1:1), it appears that the most 

natural meaning is that Isaiah’s ministry began shortly before Uzziah’s 

death. That Isaiah was of age for part, at least, of Uzziah’s reign is 

suggested by the statement in Chronicles that he made a written record 

of the events which took place in it (II Chron. 26:22).^ Chronicles also 

records the detail, not mentioned in Kings, that because Uzziah had been 

a leper he was buried slightly apart from the other kings in Jerusalem (II 

Chron. 26:23; ^f. II Ki. 15:7). The book which has survived under 

Isaiah’s name^^ extends to sixty-six chapters and falls, in general, into 

See B 109 I, 188. 

22 See B 306, 121-5, table x (p. 129), but cf. discussion of Menahem above, pp. 325-6, and nn. i 

and 19. 28 B 306, 124-6 and (on the chronology of Pekah) 120-32. 29 3349,113,181. 

“ See B 38, 57-8. 

The name, speltjfi^-^y as in the Old Testament, is known from private seals (b 321, 366, 381, 
nos. 52, 211). 
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two main sections, divided by chapters 36-9, which, with minor 

variations, duplicate the historical account in II Ki. 18-20 of the dealings 

of Hezekiah with Sennacherib and Merodach-baladan II.Chapters i- 

3 5 deal in the main with the world of Isaiah’s own lifetime in the eighth 

century, while chapters 40-66 refer forward to the sixth century. 

Opinions differ about the dating of the two parts of the book, the most 

common view holding that the portions which refer to the sixth century 

were not predictive prophecy spoken or written by Isaiah in the eighth 

century, but the work of anonymous authors in the time to which they 

refer.the chapters directed to his own time Isaiah condemned social 

injustice and formal worship without religious commitment, and he 

named the Assyrians as the agents of Yahweh’s punishment on Judah, as 

well as on Ammon, Edom, Moab, Philistia, Damascus, Tyre, Egypt, and 

Babylon.34 An element in these chapters which became important in 

Judaism, and indeed later in Christianity, was the foretelling of the 

coming of an ideal ruler (Is. 7: i j—16; 9: 2—7) to whom was applied later, 

though not in these passages, the title Messiah, ‘anointed one’, a 

designation which had been used in the Old Testament particularly of 

Saul and David.35 

The Messianic element is found also in the words of a younger 

contemporary of Isaiah, Micah, who is said to have come from Judah, 

though he included Samaria in the message which he communicated.36 

The situation presupposed by his message was one of great prosperity 

enjoyed by a rich minority and of oppression of the poor, together with 

religious indifference which was connived at by priests and even 

prophets. There were also heterodox religious practices involving 

sorcery and soothsaying (Mi. 5:12).3'^ Micah held that the consequence 

would be the destruction of the whole land including Jerusalem, but 

eventual restoration. 

Jotham had played a dominant part in national affairs when he was co¬ 

regent with his sick father Uzziah (II Ki. 15:5), and it was perhaps during 

this time that he engaged in building activities, both in Jerusalem and in 

the sparsely settled areas of the kingdom. In Jerusalem he is said to have 

extended the wall of Ophel and to have built the ‘Upper Gate’ of the 

Temple (II Ki. 15:35; II Chron. 27:3). What part of the wall of Ophel 

See B 88, 69-103, 137—40; b 169; b 171, 367-97; b 229, 513—18. 

For this view see, e.g., B 120,303-46; b 126, 364—88; b 127, 2j i—7, 322-7, 363; b 275,9, 269-73, 

287-94, 331. For the view that the book is in the main of eighth-century date see b 147, 764—800; 

B 263; b 353, 9-101; B 354, 215—42. See also pp. 327-8, 424 below. 

^ Many commentators take part of these prophecies also as dating later than the time of Isaiah; cf. 

B 120, 317—28. 

35 B 274, especially pp. 25-33; 0*3 general) b 127, 347-53; b 182 ix, 496-520. 

36 B 29, 238-404; B 120, 406-13; B 126, 443—7; B 127, 257-8; B 147, 919-25; B 274, 34-5; B 275, 

275-6. 37 B 116, 244 255 B 219, 118 n. 115. 
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might have been extended by him is uncertain, but it is possible that he 

and his father were together, or successively, responsible for a north¬ 

eastern extension of the fortified area of Ophel to the south of the 

Temple, which has been uncovered in excavations.^® His work on the 

‘Upper Gate’ of the Temple must have been simply a matter of 

rebuilding or repair, for this gate, which connected the Temple with the 

royal palace, is already mentioned as the way by which, nearly a century 

earlier, Jehoiada had brought Joash in triumph to the palace after the 

overthrow of Athaliah (II Ki. 11:19). building operations outside 

Jerusalem were very likely also done in Uzziah’s lifetime or, at any rate, 

in continuation of projects initiated by him, of which possible archaeolo¬ 

gical evidence has been found. 

The account in Chronicles goes on to state that Jotham exacted tribute 

by force of arms from Ammon for three years (II Chron. 27:5),'® and 

though this citation of years may simply be intended to refer back to the 

military victory, it is perhaps more probable that it refers to his years of 

sole reign, and to his restoration of the Judaean dominance which might 

have lapsed on the death of Uzziah."” 

Near the end of Jotham’s reign, it seems that his northern contempor¬ 

ary Pekah invaded Judah with the aid of the Aramaean king Rezin, and 

that this precipitated the usurpation of power by his son Ahaz (II Ki. 

15:57, and 16:5), probably in 73 5 b.c., though Jotham lived for a further 

two years, ostensibly as co-regent with Ahaz, until 732 or 731.''^ Rezin'*® 

is mentioned several times in the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser. In the 

Display Inscription on the stone stela mentioned above"** he is named 

immediately before Menahem; and in the passage in the annals,"*® perhaps 

dealing with the campaign of 743 or 742, he is again mentioned 

immediately before Menahem. This suggests that he had succeeded 

Khadianu as king of Damascus sometime around 750 b.c. 

The motive for this assault on Judah, the beginning of the ‘Syro- 

Ephraimite War’, is uncertain, but it may have been the desire on the 

part of the Israelites and Aramaeans to regain control of the northern end 

of the incense route which ran up from southern Arabia by way of the 

Hijaz, and which could be tapped by the power commanding Transjor¬ 

dan. In the days of Jeroboam II and Uzziah the two kingdoms had 

controlled much of Transjordan, but it seems that in the unsettled period 

which immediately followed the death of Jeroboam in 75 3 b.c.,"*® Uzziah, 

before he was handicapped by leprosy, may well have been able to extend 

^ See CAH 505- See 504, ^ See b 259. 
Cf. B 506, 126-7. B 506, 126-30. 

This name (resm) is distinct from that of his tenth-century predecessor Rezon {rl^on), 

mentioned in I Ki. 11:23. ” Levine Stela (n. 16 above), ii 4 (ra-qi-a-nu). 

■** Annals (n. to above), line 150 {ra-bi-a-nu). « See CAH 508-9. 
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his control to the erstwhile Israelite sphere in northern Transjordan, for 

he is described in Chronicles as having received tribute from the 

Ammonites (II Chron. 26:8).Such a move would not have been 

improbable in the light of long-standing connexions between the area of 

Gilead and the Tribe of Benjamin, which had remained within the 

kingdom of Judah, and the attempt by Rezin and Pekah to regain control 

of Transjordan may well explain their aggression against Judah in the 

time of Jotham."*® 

This Syro-Israelite (or Syro-Ephraimite) action against Judah is said 

to have been renewed in the time of Ahaz, when Jerusalem was 

threatened and Ahaz besieged within it (II Ki. 16:5), and though the city 

did not fall (II Ki. 16:5; Is. 7:1), Chronicles states that Judah suffered 

heavy casualties, and that a large number of prisoners were deported to 

Samaria and Damascus (II Chron. 28:5-8). The chronology and 

sequence of events at this time are uncertain. According to the Assyrian 

Eponym Chronicle, Tiglath-pileser, who had been engaged in military 

action on the eastern and northern margins of Assyria during the years 

737—735, turned his operations to the west once more in 734 with a 

campaign againstpi-lil-ta, presumably Philistia (rather than Palestine).'*’ 

It is possible that this campaign is referred to in a fragmentary tablet 

from Nimrud which preserves details of parts of the king’s advance 

through Phoenicia to Gaza, which he sacked. According to this text 

Khanunu (Hanno), Gaza’s king, escaped to Egypt, but was induced to 

return and to act as a vassal ruler. Tiglath-pileser then continued to the 

‘City of the Brook of Egypt’,®® probably near modern El-‘Arish, where 

he set up a stela.®’ The motive behind this was presumably to gain 

control of that part of the south Arabian incense trade which passed 

through Gaza, an interpretation possibly born out by the latter part of 

this same inscription which speaks of booty taken from the land of the 

mu- u-na-a-a, Mu^unites, perhaps to be identified with the mfuntm, 

‘Meunites’ of the Old Testament, a north Arabian people, and both 

possibly to be identified with the Minaeans (Epigraphic South Arabian 

m'^ri) of south Arabia,®^ who had northern trading outposts and would 

most certainly have been engaged in this trade. 

It is possible that a fragmentary cuneiform tablet which refers to the 

campaign of an unnamed Assyrian king against ‘.. .iah’ king of Judah is 

The Septuagint reads /xcpaiot, taking up the name from the end of the previous verse, where the 

Hebrew has‘Meunites’(see below). b 259- 

See e.g. b 257, 8. 

a/u nabal mtqur^ with which compare naJ^al mifrajimy ‘the Brook of Egypt’, the southern limit of 

Solomon’s kingdom (I Ki. 8: 65). 

Tablet ND.400 (a 68, 157 e(4); b 151,56, no. 25) on which see a i i, 98-9 n. 9, and a 70, 88-9. 

52 A 70,89; B 234, 243—7. For cuneiform ’as reflecting West Semitic', c(. ga-al-^a-[a-da] {p. 3350. 

82 below) with^/V. 
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relevant to this time.^^ It speaks of the capture of Azekah and of an 
unnamed Phihstine city in the hands of . .iah’. While there are 
difficulties, one possibihty is that . .iah’ was Uzziah (cf. II Chron. 
26: 6).54 

How the Phihstian campaign of Tiglath-pileser fits in with the Syro- 
Israehte attack on Ahaz in Jerusalem is uncertain, but if the aim of the 
latter venture was to secure trade routes through Transjordan it is 
possible that it was projected partly in reaction to the loss of the coast and 
maritime routes to the Assyrians. In that case it might have taken place in 
734 following, or even possibly partly contemporaneously with, the 
Assyrian campaign. According to Kings, the Syro-Israehte attack on his 
territory led Ahaz to appeal for help to Tiglath-pileser (II Ki. 16:7), and 
Chronicles, having referred to this appeal, goes on to say, ‘and the 
Edomites had again come and attacked Judah and taken captives, and 
the Philistines had raided the cities of the Shephelah and the Negeb, and 
had taken Beth-shemesh’, mentioning also a number of other cities in 
that area (II Chron. 28:17—This might imply that Judah had 
suffered these attacks before the major Syro-Israelite invasion, and that 
they weighed with Ahaz in his decision to appeal to Tiglath-pileser, and 
might indeed have encouraged Rezin and Pekah to make their attack. If 
this was the correct sequence of events it is possible that a passage in 
Kings referring also to the Edomites relates to a separate occasion 
arising out of the Syro-Israelite action (II Ki. 16:6). 

There are some difficulties in this passage but a possible rendering 
runs, ‘At that time Rezin, king of Aram, restored Elath to Aram and 
drove out the Jews from Elath, and the Edomites came to Elath and they 
have Uved there until today.’ The Hebrew consonantal text gives 
w^rmjm, ‘and the Aramaeans’ in place of w’dmym, ‘and the Edomites’. 
Many commentators would take the whole passage as referring solely to 
Edom, but this requires the assumption that the reference to Rezin is a 
later addition, for which view there is no manuscript justification. As it 
stands, this verse not only states that the Aramaeans campaigned as far 
south as Elath, but also appears to imply that this had previously been 
part of Aramaean territory. In the present state of evidence it can only be 
said that this, though apparently improbable, is not impossible. 
Assuming, therefore, that there existed some sort of agreement between 
Aram and Edom, the Aramaeans may be seen tentatively as the 
conquerors of Elath, and as then having handed it over to their alhes the 

K.6205 (formerly attributed to Tiglath-pileser) + 82-5-25, 151 (formerly attributed to 
Sargon); see p. 525 n. 15 above, and a 4, 154-5; a 274, 25-59. 

^ Cf., however, pp. 369-70 below. 55 In verse 17. cf. AV, RV and RSV, ‘For again . . .’. 
^ The implication of previous Aramaean control in this area depends on the form hilib, ‘he 

restored’. 
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Edomites, with whom they could well have been co-operating in the 

southern trade. 

In the account of Solomon’s activities at Eziongeber, that city is said 

to have been ‘with’ or ‘beside Elath’ (I Ki. 9:26), so, in view of the fact 

that Tell el-Kheleifeh is the only site which has so far been found at the 

head of the Gulf ofAqaba, it seems reasonable to take it as representing 

both Eziongeber and Elath. The destruction of the period III city there 

may tentatively be seen as the work of the Aramaeans, and the 

establishment of new buildings (period IV) as the work of the Edomites. 

The statement in Kings quoted above, that the Edomites occupied Elath 

‘until today’, presumably until the effective completion of the Book of 

Kings in the sixth century, is borne out by the discovery in the period IV 

levels of pottery jar-handles stamped with the impression of a late 

seventh- to early sixth-century seal inscribed, ‘Belonging to Qaus'^anal, 

servant of the king’.^^ This is identifiable as an Edomite seal from the 

element Qaus (^wr), the name of the principal god of the Edomites.^® 

Another seal from Tell el-Kheleifeh, a scaraboid, set in an elaborate 

copper attachment and cut with a figure of a ram and the inscription 

‘Belonging has usually been interpreted as the seal of Jotham, the 

eighth-century king of Judah.5® There are difficulties in this interpre¬ 

tation, however, because the form of the script probably points to a 

seventh-century Edomite origin:^ the name of Jotham the king is 

regularly spelt jiv/w in the Old Testament, presumably a post-Exilic 

revision spelling from onginzlyhwtm,^^ so it may well be that the name 

ytm on the seal should be taken zsyatom, ‘orphan’, rather thznyotam, 

‘yhwh is perfect’.xhe excavator states that the seal was found ‘in the 

disturbed debris of the Period III city’,^3 a^d it may therefore actually 

belong to the later, period IV, levels, in which case it would simply be the 

private seal of a seventh-century Edomite, when the site was no longer 

part of Judaean territory. Level IX of the southern Judaean site of Arad, 

which had flourished since the time of Uzziah, and which included one 

phase of the unorthodox temple, seems to have been destroyed about 

this time, perhaps by the Edomites.*"* Among the legible ostraca from 

this site, a brief message concerning allocation of rations and three lists 

of personal names probably belong to level IX.** These are all in poor 

condition, and are of interest mainly for the examples of personal names 

5’ B 136, 132-4 fig. 68; B 157, 164-5 no- 4: » 57^ no- >>9. 

58 B 323A; and cf. B 342, 245-6. 

58 B 39; B 136, 126 and fig. 61; B 321, 375 no. 131 (cf. also p. 375 no. 158). 

“ B 157. 163 figs. 78 and 80 no. 2. m See C^H 1118.1,472. 

62 B 133, 61, 63 no. 4. « B 126. ^ B 49 I, 84. 

65 Arad Ostraca nos. 6o and 39,72,74 respectively (b 17,90,89,96,97; b 199, 216-17 and 215-16, 

219-20 and see also 224). 
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which they give, several of them compounded with the divine element 

-yhw. 

According to Kings, Ahaz appealed to Tiglath-pileser for help with 

the words, ‘I am your servant and your son’ (II Ki. 16:7), perhaps 

thereby committing himself to vassal status,** which, to judge from 

surviving examples of vassal treaties, would have involved among its 

conditions his tacit acceptance of the existence of the Assyrian pantheon 

of gods *^ It is not surprising therefore that the prophet Isaiah is said to 

have personally transmitted to Ahaz a message from Yahweh warning 

him not to become involved with Assyria, and assuring him that the 

attack would not ultimately succeed (Is. 7). This must have been a 

dramatic encounter, for it seems to have taken place outside the city 

walls, at a place described as ‘the end of the conduit of the upper pool, in 

the highway of the fuller’s field’ (Is. 7:3), probably in the presence of a 

number of witnesses. The location of the place described in this clause is 

uncertain, but there is some reason for thinking that it was in the Kidron 

valley, to the east of the city, where a water channel conducted the 

surplus outflow from the ancient natural spring Gihon southwards 

along the foot of the eastern wall.*® 

In this passage there is reference to a further element in the plan of 

Rezin and Pekah, not mentioned in Kings or Chronicles. This concerned 

a man named Ben-Tabeel,*’ whom they intended to establish on the 

throne of Judah in place of Ahaz. The form of his name suggests a 

connexion with the areas which lay in the Aramaean sphere of influence, 

and it is possible that it is to be associated with the place name Tabilu 

which is mentioned in a letter from Nimrud,™ in a context which might 

point to a location in the area of Ammon in Transjordan. It has indeed 

been suggested that Ben-Tabeel might have been an early representative 

of the Tobiads, a noble family which owned extensive territories in 

Ammon, and in whose genealogy the recurring name might have been 

changed from to tbjh(w) at a time of Yahwistic reform.'^' 

It seems however that Isaiah was right in claiming that the Syro- 

Israehte plan to replace Ahaz by Ben-Tabeel would not succeed, and 

though Tiglath-pileser campaigned against Damascus in the next two 

years Judah derived only very dubious benefits from this. The surviving 

passages of the annals of Tiglath-pileser, which probably relate to the 

Damascus campaigns of 733 and 732, appear in lines 191—240 of the 

“ Cf. A II, 66 n. 4; B 526, 368-9 n. 6; b 215A. 

See e.g. the seventh-century Vassal Treaties of Esarhaddon, lines 15-40 (a 44, 5 34-5; a 507, 

29-32). ^ See pp. 361-5 below. 

Spelt tabe^al (‘good for nothing’), presumably reflecting scribal contempt (sec b 311,9 and n. 

82), but TO^erjX in the Septuagint and, of a different individual, tabe^el (‘God is good’) in Ezra 4: 7. 

^0 Tablet ND.2773; a 80, 131—3. 

B 212, 236-8; B 227, 16-18. For a different interpretation see B 23A. 
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Standard edition,’^ which derive from paper squeezes made by Layard. 

Lines 191—210 and 229—37 are based on the text running across ‘three 

Colossal Figures of Eunuchs’ found in the South-West Palace at Nimrud 

where they had been badly damaged by fire,’^^ and of them lines 229-37 

are duplicated by the inscription from another slab which continues the 

text to line 240. It has been suggested that the passage given in these two 

sections, which includes an account of the destruction of a number of the 

Aramaean cities of Rezin and the deportation of prisoners, may describe 

the campaign of 733.^^ It also mentions the Arabian queen Samsi, 

presumably the successor of Zabibe who had been encountered by 

Tiglath-pileser in 738, and it goes on to list prisoners taken from 

Khinatuna, Qana, Aruma, Marum, and other cities of which the names 

are only partially preserved. These are plausibly to be identified with 

Biblical Hahhathon, Kanah, Rumah, Merom, and perhaps others in the 

area to the north and west of the Sea of Galilee.The list ends with a 

reference to the deposition of Metinti, king of Ashkelon, and his 

replacement by Rukibti, and mentions the Arabian tribe of Idibi’ilu.^* 

If this does describe the campaign of 733, it suggests that Tiglath- 

pileser dealt with the western margins of the territory of Damascus on 

this expedition, moving on through northern Israel to settle trouble 

which had arisen at Ashkelon since his expedition of the previous year, 

when he had presumably imposed vassal status on Metinti. It may have 

been during that campaign that he thought it necessary to take Gezer, 

which stood in a commanding position some fifteen miles from the coast 

in south-west Israel, an event depicted on a relief from the South-West 

Palace at Nimrud, which shows a city labelled UKl}ga-a:<^-ru succumbing 

to an attack by the Assyrians who are breaching the wall with a siege 

engine.'^’ Excavations at Gezer have shown evidence of this attack in the 

destruction of level VI, after which even the great gate built in 

Solomon’s time went out of use,'^® and an Assyrian administrative 

building was erected there.According to Kings, Tiglath-pileser 

attacked Damascus, deporting its population and putting Rezin to death 

(II Ki. 16:9),®° and it is reasonable to associate this event with the latest 

entry of his reign in the Eponym Chronicle, that for 732, which reads 

‘against Damascus’. Another non-annalistic text, which probably con¬ 

tains material relevant to this campaign, presupposes the end of 

^2 A 35 I, 278-80 §776-9; A 44, 283 (lines 205—40 only); a 204, 34-41. 

A 116, 30; A 267, pis. 72b-73a. a 212, 179-80, 185-6; and see a 68, 130-1 0(7). 

B 16, 371-6 and map 30. For the identification of Biblical places with archaeological sites see 

B 16, 429-43. A 70, 89-90. 

^ A 11,65 n. 2; A 45 no. 369; A 70,89 n. 15; A 116,24 and pi. lxiii; a 212, i8i-2;b 191,43-4; and cf. 

B 16, 329 n. 11. B 49 II, 442. ’’ B 275A. 

80 Removing the deportees to f/V, which b 140,633 takes as ‘the city’, i.e. Nineveh; cf., however, 

B 139,368-9. 
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Damascus as an independent state. It aso refers to some of the Arab 

groups mentioned in the Annals, and to the establishment by Tiglath- 

pileser of the Idibi’ilu as guardians of the desert zone between Palestine 

and Egypt.81 This text begins by listing areas conquered by Tiglath- 

pileser in the north west and goes on to describe the conquest of Gilead 

(uRU ga-al-\. . .]), Abel-beth-maachah, and the whole of the Aramaean 

territory of Damascus (the ‘Land of Hazael’).®^ Gilead and Abel-beth- 

maachah are defined as adjacent to Israel, the continued independence of 

part of which is thereby implied. This account is partially paralleled by 

the statement in Kings that Tiglath-pileser took Ijon, Abel-beth- 

maachah, Janoah, Kedesh, Razor, Gilead, and Galilee, all of which were 

in northern Israel.*8 There is reference in this same text to further action 

against Khanunu (Hanno) of Gaza who had already caused trouble in 

734 B.C., and to an attack on Israel leading to the deportation of 

population and receipt of tribute, and to the appointment of Hoshea to 

the kingship in place of Pekah, who had been deposed by the people.®'' In 

Kings, Hoshea ben-Elah is said to have conspired against, and killed, 

Pekah (II Ki. 15:30). This, perhaps, gives a more precise description of 

the change, the credit for which was assumed by Tiglath-pileser. Hosea’s 

tribute was paid at Sarrabanu in southern Babylonia in 731, and the 

deposition of Pekah therefore took place before that date.8® 

There is archaeological witness at a number of sites to the invasions by 

Tiglath-pileser in 733-732,®* and, though it is uncertain to precisely 

which year the destruction levels belong, it is likely that in 73 3 his route 

skirted the territory of Damascus, and then continued to Philistia, so it 

seems probable that the remains belong to that year. At Dan in the far 

north of the kingdom, the destruction of level II is probably to be 

assigned to this time,®^ and at Razor, not much further south, the 

fortified Israelite city of level V was violently destroyed.8® In the debris 

was found a stone jar on which was scratched an inscription probably 

reading Ipqh smdr, ‘For Pekah, vine-blossom [wine?]’, where Pekah, 

though he may have been the king, is perhaps more likely, in view of 

Razor’s distance from Samaria, and the frequency of the personal name, 

to have been simply a private individual.®'’ 

Cl\^A III, 10no. 2 (a 68,132(1(3)); a 55 1,292-4§§8i5-i9; A44, 285-4; b 151,58-9,00. 27. Cf. 

A 211, 114-19; A 70, 89-90. 

Damaged here but restored from ND.4501 +4505 (a 227; b 131,37-8, no. 26; cf. a 68,135-6). 

The fragmentary tablet K.2649 (CT 35,59; a 211,116—17), which probably joins ND.4501 +4505 (a 

5 I, 639), givesga-al--[. . .], perhaps to be restored ga-al-a-a-da or the like (see b 326A, 154-5). 

‘HazaeP here supersedes the previous restoration ‘Naphtali* (e.g. a 44, 283). 

^ A 211, I 14-19; B 16, 372—4. 

^ There is no evidence for the restoration of the name *Menahem* (so A 35 1, 239§8i5; A44, 283) 

in line 12 (CIWA in, 10 no. 2 line ‘25’); cf. b 131, 58-9, no. 27. 85 ^ 244-9. 

88 B 299, 31. B 299, 31. B 349, 113, 115, 190. 

B I2I, no. 109; B 133, 18-19 ® *54» *9^ fig* ® 34fi> 75”4 no. 7, pis. clxxi-clxxii; 
B 349, 190 n. 4, pi. xxxvd. 
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On the Sea of Galilee occupation ended, probably at this time, at 

Tel'^Kinneret and “^En Gev,’o and in central Israel there are signs of 

destruction at Megiddo at the end of level IV, at Dothan at the end of 

level 2, and probably at Beth-shan at the end of level IV.®' On the line of 

an advance along the coast route towards Philistia, the site of Tell Qasile 

was destroyed at the end of level VII, and on the estuary of the River 

Yarkon, not far away, a fortress at Tell Kudadi was probably destroyed 

at the same time.®^ 

A probable illustration of an event in the final campaign of 732 is to be 

found on a bas relief from the South-West Palace at Nimrud, which 

shows Assyrian soldiers driving out prisoners with booty from a walled 

town on a mound above which is inscribed the name as-tar-tu^^ probably 

the Biblical city of Ashtaroth in Aramaean territory in Transjordan. In 

order to secure these conquests, Tiglath-pileser set up a system of 

provincial administration under Assyrian governors in the conquered 

areas. Israel lost a substantial part of its territory, being confined to an 

area centring on Samaria, with the new provinces, already established, 

perhaps, in 733,®'' of Dor, Megiddo, and Gilead on its west, north, and 

east, while the territory of Damascus was divided, presumably in 732, 

into the provinces, from north to south, of Damascus, Karnaim and 

Hauran.®5 This left Judah, Philistia, and a reduced Israel on the west of 

the Jordan, and Edom, Moab, and a reduced Ammon to the east of the 

river, all still with a measure of independence, though Ahaz of Judah, 

Metinti and Khanunu of Ashkelon and Gaza in Philistia, Qaush-malaku 

of Edom, Salamanu of Moab and Sanibu of Ammon had all been 

obliged, according to one of the Display Inscriptions,®^ to pay tribute to 

Tiglath-pileser. The name of the king of Ammon, inb, is preserved on a 

statue, probably representing the king, which was found near Jebel el- 

QaPa, the citadel of Rabbah, modern Amman, the ancient capital of 

Ammon. This statue bears a damaged inscription on its base, of which 

the major part may plausibly be restored to read kr br inb, 

‘ Y erah-’^azar [son of Za] kkur son of Shanib’, thus giving the names of the 

son and grandson of Shanib (Sanibu).®’ 

Ahaz, who was at this time still co-regent with Jotham, is named ia-u- 

ha-:^i in the inscription of Tiglath-pileser just mentioned, and though his 

name is always given as in the Old Testament, and even possibly on 

^ B 49 II, 385 and III, 719. 

B 49 III, 855; B49 I, 339 and B loi, 267, 270, 273—4; B 175, 289. 

^ B 49 III, 720 and IV, 967. 

BM 118908; A45, no. 566; A 116, 50, and pis. lxviii—lxix; b 3 no. 13. 

^ A 420, 59-61; B 16, 371-4 and maps 30-1; and sec a 211. 

A 420, 62—3, 69; B 16 map 31. 

^ Tablet K.3751 (see n. 17 above); and cf. a 1 i, 66 n. 5. 

^ B 356; see also pp. 359, 452 below, and cf. b 97, 14. 
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the seal of an official which is inscribed,®® ‘belonging to Ashna’ official of 

Ahaz’, it is clear that this is a shortened form of Jehoahaz 

According to II Ki. i6;io he went to meet Tiglath-pileser in Damascus, 

presumably in 73 2, and therefore on a different occasion from that of the 

tribute mentioned in the Display Inscription, unless the tributes there 

referred to were not all paid in the same year. He is characterized in both 

Kings and Chronicles as unfaithful to true Yahwism, and one symptom 

of this is described in his reaction to an altar which he saw while paying 

court to Tiglath-pileser in Damascus. He sent its specifications home 

with orders that a replica be made in Jerusalem. This was done, and Ahaz 

is said on his return to have offered the ‘burnt-(whole) offering’, ‘grain¬ 

offering’, ‘peace-offering’, and ‘libation’ on it (II Ki. 16:10-13), of 

which were normally at this period the prerogative of the temple 

priesthood. He was so pleased with the new altar that he had the bronze 

altar of burnt offerings, the main altar which had stood opposite the 

entrance of the Temple since Solomon’s time, moved a little to the north 

and its place taken by the new one, which appears then to have continued 

in use until the fall of Jerusalem, a century and a half later (II Ki. 

16:14-16). >00 

These innovations were symptomatic of Ahaz’s religious policy. At 

various times he is said to have closed the Temple and set up altars all 

over Jerusalem (II Chron. 28:24), built cultic platforms’®' in all the cities 

of Judah (II Chron. 28:25), sacrificed on them (II Ki. 16:4; II Chron. 

28:4), cast images for pagan gods (bfalim\ II Chron, 28:2),'®® burnt 

incense to pagan gods (II Chron. 28:25), and sacrificed to the gods of 

Damascus (II Chron. 28:23). ’^he first time, reference is made to the 

Valley of the Sons of Hinnom, ge ben-hinndm,^^^ which ran round the 

west and south sides of Jerusalem, and which is described by Jeremiah 

some decades later as the site of ‘the cultic platforms of Tophet’ (Jer. 

7:31), probably cultic fire-pits, or incinerators, at which children were 

sacrificed, a Phoenician practice attested at Carthage and elsewhere in the 

west Mediterranean.'®^ In some contexts these sacrifices are defined by 

the term lamolek, taken in many versions as ‘to Molech’, but more 

probably to be understood as ‘namely the mlk (-sacrifice)’.'®® Ahaz is said 

^ B 135,62—3 no. 12; B 15 7> 83 fig. 54 no. 2; b 321, 574 no. 141. See also 0321,365 no. 44. On 'W, 

‘official’, sec CAH 501 and n. 110, and cf. below, pp. 346, 381, and 411. 

^ B 186 I, 31; B 25 5, 22, 62, 179. 

See B 109, 410-11; B 236 II, 22 on Solomon’s altar; but cf. b 275A, 485-9 for a different 

interpretation. Cf. Cy^H iiRi, 460 and n. 137. 

Sec, however, b 236 ii, 97-8, holding that btalim refers to a single Ba'al. 

Later contracted to Gehenna, Greek y€€wa. Sec B 182 i, 657-8. 

’W B 110,79-87; B 141,182-3; c 5, 86-9,95;c 6,49,141-5,150-1,202, 214-18. See also A 11,77- 

83; B 28, 255—44, 275 n. ec; b 68, 266-7; ® **9» 39~4o> *05 n. 91. 

A 44, 658; B 28, 235-7; b 68, 234-5; B 186, 560; B 310,, 182; B 141, 179-87. 
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to have sacrificed his son (II Ki. i6:j) or sons (II Chron. 28:5)*°*^ in this 

way, so when the author of Kings says of him that ‘he did not do what 

was right in the sight of Yahweh his God’ (II Ki. 16:2; also II Chron. 

28:1), he was only summarizing the situation in very moderate terms. 

These religious aberrations would seem to have been in the tradition of 

earlier rulers, particularly those of Israel, who drew upon surviving 

Canaanite practices and current Phoenician influences. The altar in 

Damascus was presumably of Syrian workmanship, for it can hardly 

have been Assyrian in view of the very short time that had elapsed since 

the Assyrian conquest.’O'^ The contacts between Damascus and Phoeni- 

cia*o® and the known skill of Phoenician craftsmen, suggest that there 

may well have been Phoenician workmanship in it. 

In Israel, Tiglath-pileser’s nominee, Hoshea (732/31—723/22), conti¬ 

nued a faithful Assyrian vassal during the remaining five years of 

Tiglath-pileser’s reign, paying annual tribute, but when Shalmaneser V 

came to power in Assyria in 727 it seemed that he relaxed his loyalty. 

According to Kings, ‘Shalmaneser^o^ king of Assyria came up against 

him, and Hoshea became his servant and brought him tribute. And the 

king of Assyria found conspiracy in Hoshea, because he sent messengers 

to sf king of Egypt and did not offer tribute to the king of Assyria as in 

previous years’ (II Ki. 17:3-4). The most natural sense of this statement 

would appear to be that at the beginning of Shalmaneser’s reign Hoshea 

ceased to pay tribute, resuming this duty under the threat of an 

advancing Assyrian army, but that he then sought what may have 

seemed to him a less costly alliance with one of the rulers then in power in 

Egypt. 

The question of the identity of ‘sd^ king of Egypt’ has given rise to 

much debate. A suggested identification with Sib^u, apparently men¬ 

tioned by Sargon as commander of the Egyptian army in 720, cannot be 

maintained, since this name should be read Re’e.”° Of other sugges¬ 

tions'*' the most plausible is that Sd^ was Osorkon IV. 

II. THE FALL OF SAMARIA 

Shalmaneser V ruled for only five years, 727—722 b.c., and no annals or 

substantial historical inscriptions have survived from his reign.The 

Eponym Chronicle is damaged at this point,but the Babylonian 

01.8336,114-18. See also A II, 73-7; B 219, ;-i2. 

A 84j, 156-9, 180-1, 184-^; Ezek. 27: 18. 

109 por the Hebrew spelling of the name (Slmn’sr) see b 225, 7-8. 

"0 A 6 no. 295m; A 160, 49-55; B 131, 62, no. 52; and cf. a 509, 58 n. 144; also pp. 340-1. 

A 11,99-100 n. 14; A 30,373-5 and chart p. 472 and map p. 367; b 137. See CAH575-6. 

”2 A 25, 242, 292; A 68, 140; A 531, 102 no. 43. 

See A 763, 432 no. cb3. a 35 ri, 457 follows b 259A in restoring ‘Damascus* for 727 and 

Samaria* for 725, 724 and 723 b.c., but without evidence (see n. 119 below). 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



THE FALL OF SAMARIA 359 

Chronicle mentions him briefly,'*'* and it is likely that there is reference to 

him under the name Selampsas in a passage quoted by Josephus from a 

book of annals compiled by Menander of Ephesus, who made use, 

according to Josephus, of the Tyrian archives. In this passage it is stated 

that during the reign of Elulaios (Luli), king of Tyre (r. 727-701), 

Selampsas king of Assyria invaded Phoenicia, concluded treaties with 

cities which had previously been subject to Tyre, and withdrew. The 

defection of its subject cities led Tyre to refuse submission, and this 

resulted in the return of the Assyrians to attack Tyre, with the help of the 

other cities. Since this was unsuccessful, they set up a siege which lasted 

for five years. At the end of his quotation from Menander, Josephus 

states that this is what is written in the Tyrian archives about Salman- 

asses, king of Assyria. 
This pattern of two campaigns, or possibly two phases of one 

campaign, has some similarities with what is said of Israel in Kings, and 

the siege of Tyre to some extent matches the statement in Kings that 

Shalmaneser invaded Israel and besieged Samaria for three years (II Ki. 

17:5; 18:9-10). Kings appears to state that this siege was preceded by the 

capture and imprisonment of Hoshea (II Ki. 17:4). It is possible that the 

sequence of narration is not intended to be chronological; but if we 

assume that it is, such an imprisonment would not be intrinsically 

improbable, though no information is given about other leaders in 

Samaria during the siege.”* The statement that Samaria finally fell to the 

king of Assyria in the ninth year of Hoshea (II Ki. 17:6; 18:10) need not 

militate against such an interpretation, since years could still be reckoned 

in terms of the reign of an exiled king, just as was later done in the case of 

Jehoiachin.”'* At all events Kings states that the siege of Samaria began 

in Hoshea’s seventh year (II Ki. 18:9),”® that is between spring 725 and 

spring 724 B.C., and since the summer months would have been the most 

likely time for the start of such a siege, this points to the year 725. The 

city is said to have fallen in Hoshea’s ninth year (II Ki. 17:6; 18:10), 

which would have been in 723 or early 722. The portion of the Assyrian 

Eponym Chronicle which covers the years 725—722 is badly damaged, 

but for the years 725—723 the word ana, ‘against’, is partially or wholly 

preserved, indicating foreign campaigns, and it has been suggested that 

‘Samaria’ be restored as the target for each of these three years.”® 

According to the Babylonian Chronicle, Shalmaneser V died in the 

See below. 

”5 Ant. }ud. ix.285-7; see a 845, 224-9. dates of Luli, a 165, 98-99. 

See A 209, 37. On the spelling Jehoiachin see p. 592, n. 164. 

On the references to Hezekiah in II Ki. 18: 9-10 see b 306, 147—52, 118—40, 182-91. 

A 35II, 437 follows a suggestion ins 259A citing WVDOG 35,no. 21 viii (the left column on 

the reverse, wrongly labelled vi), which, however, gives only the names of the eponyms (see a 763, 

414 no. 17). See also a 209, 33 no. 100. 
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month Tebetu of his fifth year.'^o that is to say, at the end of 722 b.c., in 

which case the fall of Samaria is likely to have taken place before the end 

of his reign. This view appears to be supported by the Babylonian 

Chronicle, which gives as the principal event of his reign the destruction 

of the city sd-ma-ra-^This chronicle tablet is dated to the early 

Persian period (500/499 b.c.),i22 so this spelling reasonably reflects the 

Aramaic form current at that time, which is found as smryn in the 

Elephantine papyri, and as sdmerayin in Biblical Aramaic, rather than the 

Assyrian sa-mi-ri-na, sa-mir-i-na ot sa-mar-na, ‘Samaria’.'23 

Sargon, who succeeded Shalmaneser as king at the beginning of 721 

B.C., appears to claim, in a damaged passage in his annals, that he 

conquered Samaria at the beginning of his reign,'^'' and a similar 

statement is made on a prism fragment from Nimrud.'^s These two texts 

help partially to restore one another, but it has been plausibly suggested 

that in the compilation of this passage both texts made use of another 

document of the Display Inscription type, now lost, which gave its 

information in a geographical rather than a chronological sequence, and 

which like two other texts from Khorsabad'^* associated the fall of 

Samaria with operations against the Arabs and Egypt. Since Sargon did 

not campaign against Egypt until 720, doubt is thus cast on the veracity 

of his claim to have been the conqueror of Samaria. '22 It may well be that 

after the death of Shalmaneser, when the siege forces had returned to 

Assyria, Samaria attempted to break away from Assyrian domination, 

and such a reconstruction is possibly borne out by the so-called ‘Ashur 

Charter’,'28 which, though damaged at the significant portion, appears to 

say that Samaria joined with Arpad and Hamath in rebellion in 720.'25 

This is also the sense of Sargon’s annals which, in addition to Hamath 

and Arpad, mention that Khanunu of Gaza was also party to the 

rebellion. The annals state that Khanunu obtained aid from Egypt, 

where one of the pharaohs, possibly Osorkon IV of the Twenty-second 

Dynasty in the eastern Delta, sent his army commander Re^e'^" with a 

military contingent, but that Sargon put down this rebellion, campaign- 

•20 Babylonian Chronicle i i 29 (a 25, 14-17, 69-87). Here and subsequently the Babylonian 

Chronicles are quoted by their number in a 25. 

*21 Babylonian Chronicle i i 28 (a 2), 75; b 130 no. 29). Formerly read as /a-ha-ra-^i-in; see now 

A 702, 302. >22 Babylonian Chronicle i iv 23 (a 25, 87). >23 See a 209, 39-40. 

>24 Sargon’s Annals lines i i-i4(a 35 ii, 2§4; A44,284; a 185,4-5; a 209, 34; a 226,4-5); Sargon’s 

Annals, on which sec p. 87 above, are here quoted according to the line numbering of a 185. For a 

line concordance with the earlier edition of a 226, sec a 5 i, 630-1. 

>25 Nimrud Prism (a 170, 179-80; A 209, 34; b 131, 60-1, no. 30), fragment D iv 25-30. 

‘26 Cylinder Inscription, lines 19-20 (a 35 ii, 61 §i 18; a 170, 199-200 (lines 16-18); a 663,32-3). 

Display Inscription lines 23—7 (a 35 ii, 26-7 §55; a 44, 284—7; a 226, 100-1). 

>27 See A 209, 33—6; B 306, 145-6. ‘28 Secpp. 87-8 above. 

>29 Ashur Charter (a 206), lines 16-28; and sec a 209, 94. 

>30 See p. 338 and n. 110 above. Sec Cy4H 1112.1, 575-6. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



THE FALL OF SAMARIA 541 

ing as far as Gaza, where he took Khanunu prisoner, destroyed Rapikhu 

(Raphia) on the border of Egypt, and put Re^e to flight.’^' It thus appears 

that Sargon brought his army against Samaria during this south-western 

campaign of 720, probably in the course of his victorious return from 

Rapikhu. It is stated in Kings that the ‘king of Assyria took Samaria and 

deported Israel to Assyria and settled them in halah and habor, the river of 

go^an, and cities of maday’ (II Ki. 17:6). ‘Habor, the river of Go^dn’, is a 

clear reference to the region of the upper River Habur (modern Khabur) 

on which stood the city of Guzanu (modern Tell Halaf) in north Syria. 

Mdddj is Media, and though the remaining place, hdlah, is less clearly 

known, it may well have been the Halahhu of the Assyrian inscriptions, 

which was situated to the east of the Tigris in the general area of Erbil 

and Kirkuk.'32 -phe most natural sense of this passage would make 

Shalmaneser V the ‘king of Assyria’ responsible for this deportation, and 

pending evidence to the contrary this may be taken to have been the case. 

It is relevant here to cite the post-Biblical book of Tobit, because it 

purports to describe the adventures of a Jew deported from Israel by 

Shalmaneser (^Evefieoadpov, Syriac ’^slmrfsr), to Nineveh where he had 

trading relations with other Jews in Media. This book may well preserve 

genuine historical traditions, and the discovery of fragments of an 

Aramaic version at Qumran which exhibits linguistic features associated 

with imperial Aramaic of the fifth or fourth century b.c.'33 supports this 

view. In it Sennacherib and Esarhaddon are mentioned, as well as the 

sage Ahiqar (’A^taxapos). Ahiqar is now known not only from the 

composition bearing his name, which is partially preserved in a fifth- 

century B.c. Aramaic version on papyri from Elephantine (and in several 

later versions),'34 but also from a cuneiform literary list of the second 

century b.c. which explains that ‘Ahuqar’ was the name given by the 

Aramaeans to Aba-Enlil-dari, a wise man in the time of Esarhaddon.'35 

The presence of Jews in Assyria is attested by the occurrence of Hebrew 

names in Assyrian sources, the name Hoshea being found on a document 

from Nineveh,'3'' the name Halbishu, or Haldu,'3'' designated ‘man of 

Samaria’ in a letter written from Guzana and found at Nineveh,'38 and 

possibly such other names as Menahem ben Elisha on an ostracon 

inscribed in Aramaic script from Nimrud.'39 Other evidence for the 

Sargon’s Annals (see n. 124 above), lines 25-57 (a 55 ir, $ §5; a 44, 285; a 185,6-9; a 226,6-7). 

See A 70, 91; A 209, 38. 132 Sgg ^ ^02, 142. B 27, 74, 107 n. 147. 

*3^ A 44, 427-30; B 86 II, 715-84; B 92, 204—48; B 359, 270-5. 

*35 A 767, 45, 51—2, lines 19-20. 

*36 A 97, no. 64 = CIS II no. 17; cf. a 62, 52 (= b 128, 176). 

*3’ If bi-iu is taken as a badly written ^i/(b 25,36n. 25), the name is perhaps comparable, e.g., with 

Hebrew Hulda (II Ki. 22: 14); and cf. A 948, 116 n. 112. 

*38 K.1366 (a 72 no. 633; A 88 1,440-3, II, 208—21, no. 653), on which see b 25, 36 (and nn. 22 and 

27 there for other possibilities). *39 Sec pp. 368-9 and n. 322 below. 
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presence of Israelites, or possibly only of booty from Israel, in Assyria is 

found in a group of bronze bowls, probably of the eighth century b.c., 

from Nimrud, several of which bear their owners’ names in alphabetic 

scriptd‘'0 While most of these are West Semitic, but not specifically 

Hebrew, one, ‘Ahio’ with the distinctive Israelite, as opposed to 

Judaean, spelling of the divine element, would appear to be connected 

with the northern kingdom.’''* 

The Jews thus deported are referred to as ‘ten tribes’ by Josephus, 

who states that the majority of them elected to stay ‘beyond the 

Euphrates’ when, in the fifth century, Ezra made known to them 

Artaxerxes’ decree encouraging their return to Jerusalem.*‘'2 In the 

apocryphal book II Esdras they are said to have moved to a remote 

region,'■'3 and in later literature the fate of these ‘ten tribes’ became the 

subject of extensive speculation.*''^ In reality there is no reason to think 

that the majority of Jews who remained in the regions to the east of the 

Euphrates did other than gradually assimilate to the local populations. 

It seems likely that a further statement (II Ki. 17:24), to the effect that 

the ‘king of Assyria’ settled deportees from Babylonia and Syria in 

Samaria and other cities of Israel, refers to the activities of Sargon, 

possibly in 720, after he had had an indecisive encounter with Merodach- 

baladan and the Elamite Khumban-nikash in Babylonia,*''^ and in the 

course of his punitive campaign in Syria and the west.*'** It seems that at 

this time the territory of Israel was united with Dor on the coast, which 

was already, probably since 735, an Assyrian province, to form the new 

Assyrian province of Samirina.*''^ 

Though the Biblical account appears to attribute the main deportation 

to Shalmaneser rather than Sargon, and it seems reasonable to see Sargon 

as the king responsible for bringing foreign settlers into Israel,*''® it is 

highly probable that Sargon was responsible also for deportations, and 

the statement in his annals that he removed 27,280 Israelites to Assyria in 

722 probably describes what he did in 720.*''’ Sargon goes on to say that 

he rebuilt and enlarged Samaria, bringing in people from conquered 

territories, and installing his own belpihati}^^ ‘provincial governor’ or 

B 54; B 156. 

B 54,4*, 5*, 7*, pi. Ill; B 5 j, 62 figs. 42-3; but cf. B 81, 26; B 255, 22 2. Cf. also pp. 343 and 457 

below. Anti. ]ud. xi.131—3, but wrongly naming Xerxes instead of Artaxerxes. 

II Esdras (= Vulgate iv Esdras) 13: 40-7; see b 238, 311-12. See b 250. 

145 See pp, 88—9 above. 

146 See however a 11,101 n. 23,109 n. 73. The frequently repeated identification (e.g. b 140,652) 

of Sepharvaim {siparwajim) in this passage with Shabara’in in the Babylonian Chronicle will not 

stand if the latter is read Shamara’in and is correctly identified with Samaria (see p. 340 and n. 121). 

14’ b 16, 333—4; and cf. a 420, 63. *48 See above. 

149 Sargon’s Annals (see n. 124),line 15; Nimrud Prism (seen. 123), D iv 31; Khorsabad Display 

Inscription (see n. 126) 24 (a i i , 30; a 209,34). The number of deportees is damaged in the annals but 

appears as 27,280 in the Nimrud Prism and as 27,290 in the Khorsabad Display Inscription. 

150 Written as LC.EN.NAM, on which see a 105, 181—2. Taken by a i i, 50 and n. 42 as laknu. 
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‘administrator’. The excavations at Samaria showed clear signs of the 

Assyrian destruction, with a thick layer of ashes in all the excavated 

areas, and destruction levels in all the buildings on the summit.'^* No 

Assyrian buildings have, however, survived, presumably having been 

levelled from the site in the Hellenistic period. Among the destruction 

debris were found the ivories (Pis. Vol., pis. 148-50), carved in the 

Phoenician style, which had probably been used to adorn the furniture, 

and perhaps the internal walls of the buildings, in the earlier part of the 

century.^52 Other finds at Samaria included a number of fragmentary 

inscribed ostraca dating from the period shortly before the Assyrian 

conquest.'53 These relate to the issue of rations or simply list personal 

names, and are of interest in including a number of Yahweh-names in 

which the divine element is spelt -yu>. 

Further evidence of the punitive activities of Shalmaneser has been 

found at the Old Israelite capital, Tirzah, where the buildings of level II 

were destroyed by fire,'^'* and only about six miles south east of Samaria 

at Shechem, where again there is evidence of destruction by burning at 

the end of level III.*55 Tirzah and Shechem presumably fell to the 

Assyrians before Samaria, which held out for a considerable period. At 

each of these three sites the Assyrian presence is demonstrated by the 

discovery of pottery bowls of Mesopotamian manufacture in the levels 

following the destruction. *56 These are supplemented at Samaria by a 

fragment of a limestone cuneiform stela, a clay cuneiform docket, a clay 

bulla impressed with the Assyrian royal seal, and an Assyrian cylinder 

seal; and at Megiddo by a cylinder seal.*5'^ Further north at Razor the 

destruction of level V is probably to be attributed to Shalmaneser, and 

the level (IV) immediately following this destruction is characterized by 

the erection of inferior buildings on the ruins, an activity probably to be 

attributed to the surviving Israelites. In the next level (III), a substantial 

fortress measuring 30 m x 25 m was built on the western end of the 

citadel mound.*58 Though archaeologically it can only be dated to some 

time between about 700 and 400 b.c., it is probable that it was the work 

of the Assyrians, as they consolidated their position in northern 

Palestine. 

The new settlers introduced into Israel by the Assyrians are said to 

have set up images of their own gods in the heterodox cult areas which 

had previously been established by the Israelites (II Ki. 17:30—1), and 

this activity was no doubt tolerated by the Assyrian governor.*5*> That 

>51 B 105, 107-8; B 177, 133-4. 152 C^H III2.1, 471, 506-7. 

155 B 133, 14-15 no. 3; B 199, 245-50; B 232, 37-9; B 300. 15< B 49 II, 4O4; B I75, 289. 

155 B 344, 160-2. 156 B 36, 291 and pi. 99; B 344, 163—4. See also B 299, 42—4. 

157 B 131, 61, no. 31. 1588349,190-4. 

158 See in general a i i, 9-61, 11 i-i 3, and in particular 101-3 and 104-7. 
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the Israelites had, against the teaching of strict Yahwism, installed 

statues of various alien gods in Samaria is suggested by the fact that 

Sargoin counts ‘the gods in whom they trusted’ among the spoil which he 

took from the defeated city.'^o The imported gods are said to have 

included Nergal, ‘the city god of Cutha in Babylonia’, known mainly for 

his associations with plagues and the underworld; while the other deities 

named in this passage are uncertain or unknown,’^’ there seems to be no 

reason to doubt the introduction of foreign cults at this time. 

A possible glimpse of polytheism among Israel’s eastern neighbours 

under Assyrian occupation at about this time or within the next few 

decades is afforded by an Aramaic inscription in red and black ink on 

plaster discovered at Tell Deir ‘Alla in Transjordan.'^2 yhe plaster was 

discovered in fragments, having fallen, perhaps from a stela, and the 

reconstruction presents many difficulties; but the text appears to report a 

message from the gods delivered by a man described in the first line as 

‘Balaam son of Beor, the man who was seer of the gods’.Xhe 

surviving text preserves the names of a few of these gods, ’El, ‘Ashtar, 

Sheger, and two groups of male and female deities, the Shadayan and 

Shadayat. To the extent that these gods are known from other sources, 

their associations are with the West Semitic area, and this is to be 

expected since there is no indication that foreign populations were 

settled in Transjordan. 

In Samaria, the presence of settlers from Cutha led the Jews in later 

times to refer to the Samaritans as Xovdatoi^^* and Other 

elements with quite different religious traditions were also soon brought 

in, when Sargon in his campaign of 716, settled the Arabs of defeated 

desert tribes in Samaria.'*'^ The religious pollution of Israel symbolizes, 

perhaps more than anything else, its final fall. It also manifested a 

material threat to neighbouring Judah. 

III. AHAZ AND HEZEKIAH 

After the fall of Samaria, Judah, still under Ahaz, remained largely 

untouched by the Assyrian operations,'®^ but territory administered by 

the Assyrians now lay across its northern approaches, only a few miles 

from Jerusalem, and Ahaz must have been perpetually conscious of the 

Nimrud Prism (see n. 125), D iv 32—5. Cf. a 170, 179-81 and pi. xlvi; b 13i, 60, no. 30 n. i; 

B 339, 60, 62; see also a i i, 104—5. 

For attempted identifications see, c.g. b 229, 475—5; b 268, 171—3. 

‘*2 B 162. For a later dating of this inscription see b 99, 12. 

Btm br b^r V ^Ihm (line i i restored with the aid of i 2, i 5 and viii d. 2). On ‘seer’, see 

C^H 454-5. 164 Jos. yW. XI.88. 

^65 For Rabbinic references see b 270, 89 n. 2, 119-20. See pp. 343-6 below. 

Cf. A 274, 32, who adopts a chronology which makes Hezekiah king at this time. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



AHAZ AND HEZEKIAH 545 

dominating presence of so powerful a neighbour. The Assyrians 

evidently regarded the area as important, for the governors of Samaria 

were counted as high officials of the empire. This is known from the fact 

that two of them, Nabu-kittu-usur and Nabu-shar-ahheshu held the 

office of eponym in 690 and 646 b.c. respectively,'^® as, indeed, did Itti- 

Adad-aninnu, the governor of Megiddo province in 679.'^® 

Sargon’s attention was diverted from the area of Palestine by military 

campaigns on his east and north for much of his reign, but when the 

circumstances were right in 716 and 712 he did bring his armies to the 

south west again. According to a fragmentary prism inscription from 

Ashur he campaigned near the Egyptian border in 716, where he reached 

Nakhal Musri, probably el-‘^Arish, and received tribute from Shilkanni, 

king of Egypt.'™ It is probable that this name referred to Osorkon IV 

(730-713) of Bubastis,'^' with whom Hoshea had sought an alliance in 

727, and with whose field commander, Re^e, Sargon had had an earlier 

encounter in 720. In his Annals for the following year, 715, Sargon states 

that he again received tribute from Egypt, this time from Pir^u 

(pharaoh), king of Egypt.'™ There is reason for thinking, however, that 

the scribe responsible for compiling the annals misplaced this and the 

adjacent material from its proper place, and that it in fact also describes 

events in the campaign of 716.'™ The pharaoh in question was presuma¬ 

bly again Osorkon IV. In this probably displaced material there is 

reference also to tribute from the Arabian queen Samsi, and from It^amra 

the Sabaean. Samsi, who, like her probable predecessor Zabibe had 

already encountered Tiglath-pileser, may plausibly be seen as queen by 

virtue of some religious role, of loosely knit tribal groups whose 

seasonal movements brought them in the summer months as far north as 

the area to the east of Damascus. In the same passage of Sargon’s annals, 

and still relating to this year, reference is made to the defeat of four desert 

Arab tribes, the Tamudi, Ibadidi, Marsimanu, and Haiapa, the first 

bearing a name, Thamud, well known in later sources, classical and 

Islamic, which suggest a location in the Hijaz centring perhaps on 

Meda^in Salih, ancient Hegra, near Dedan.''^'* 

The other three tribes mentioned in Sargon’s inscription were also 

very likely located in the area of the Hijaz'^® thriving, like the northern 

Sabaeans and the Thamud, on the incense trade from South Arabia. The 

A 763, 427, 451 (‘Nabu-kena-u§ur’) = a 250, 96; a 765, 452 = a 161, 56. 

A 763, 427 (18); A 234, 6. 

*’0 Prism Fragment V A 8424. a 44,286 (text wrongly cited as V A 8412); a 209,77-8 and cf. p. 9 5; 

A 224; B 131, 62, no. 35. *71 A 30, 143, 576; B 24, 23-'5. See 576. 

*’2 Annals, lines 123—5 (a 35 11, 7-8 §18; A 44, 286; a 183, 22-3; a 226, 20-1). 

*’3 A 209, 77-8, 95. 

B 320; B 338,37,42-54, 130-1; W. Montgomery Watt, BelFs Introduction to tbeQur^an. Revised 

edn (Islamic Surveys 8) (Edinburgh, 1970), 128. '75 g 234, 289, 291-2; b 235, 479. 
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latter probably survived by exacting passage payments from caravans, 

and were therefore likely to have come up against the Assyrians who 

now controlled the northern end of this trade. According to the account 

in his annals, Sargon was able to master them to the extent of forcibly 

settling the survivors of his action in Samaria.’’^ 

The power of Assyria in the south west at about this time is illustrated 

by a tablet from Nimrud which lists Judah together with Ammon, 

Moab, Edom, Ekron, Ashdod, Gaza, and Egypt as sending emissaries to 

Calah (Nimrud) with tribute.That faithful vassals were favourably 

treated by the Assyrians is shown by another document from Nineveh 

(also possibly to be dated to about this time), which lists gold and silver 

rings issued to emissaries of states who had brought tribute to Assyria.’’^® 

These included Ammon and Ekron, as well as tribal Arabia. Another 

document possibly to be dated to this time is a letter found at Nineveh 

and probably directed to Sargon from Sennacherib the crown prince. It 

lists tribute, chiefly silver, textiles, and fish from a-:(u-r[i], very likely 

Azuri king of Ashdod.'’^ 

These Assyrian campaigns took place around Judah without directly 

affecting Ahaz in his last years, and according to both Kings and 

Chronicles he died a natural death and was buried in Jerusalem, though 

not, according to Chronicles, in the normal royal tombs (II Ki. 16:20; II 

Chron. 28:27).'®° He died between autumn 716 and autumn 715, and was 

succeeded by his son Hezekiah.'®' In the Old Testament Hezekiah’s 

name is spelt both h:^qyh(w) (vocalized his^qtjah[u]), znd jh^qyh(w) 

{yozTXvL^d jehiv^qtja[u]), and both forms, representing presumably the 

perfect and imperfect of the verb, ‘Yahweh has strengthened’ and 

‘Yahweh strengthens’ respectively, are perhaps attested on not very 

legible monuments, h;^qyhw, referring possibly to the king himself, on the 

private seal of Jehozarah ben Hilkiah, who is designated '^bd, ‘servant’ or 

‘official’ of Hezekiah,'®2 zndjh:(^hjv on an early sixth-century ostracon 

from Jerusalem.'®® 

Both Kings and Chronicles devote a considerable amount of space to 

the reign of Hezekiah and in particular to measures which he took to 

Annals, lines 120-3 (a 3 5 n, 7 §17; a 44, 286; a 185, 20—3; a 226, 20-1). See also Cylinder 

Inscription, line 20 (n. 126 above). 

Tablet ND.2765 (a 11,66, 118; a 80,154—5 no. i6; a 464, 117-18 and 125-3; ® ^364-3, no. 

36A). See also a 70, 92—5. 

*’8 Tablet K.8787 + (a 93, nos. 1110 +; a 464, 113—14, 124, 337-42), 

Tablet K.936 (a 72, no. 368; a 78,00.99; a 88, no. 568; a 457,40-9; a 464,111,283-4). See also 

A 70. 93- 

See B 180, 203, and on the use of the name Israel in the Chronicles passage see b 336, 102-3, 

106-10,117-18. ‘81 B 306, 133-6, 139, 149, 184; cf. n. 118 above. 

‘82 B 137, 83-4 and fig. 54 no. 3; b 160. On see n. 98 above. 

‘83 A 15, no. 190; B 121, no. 138; B 133, 25-6 no. 9; b 199, 239-44 (reading ^^qybw without the 

initial j"-). 
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reverse the religious aberrations introduced by Ahaz. In this he met the 

approval of the author of Chronicles, who says of him, in summing up 

these activities, that ‘he did the good {toh), thejaxar and the true 

before Yahweh his God. Every work which he undertook, whether in 

the service of the house of God or in the law or in the commandments, he 

carried out with utter devotion in the worship of his God’ (II Chron. 

31:20-1)’.*®^ The first part of this statement represents an unusual 

expansion of a standard phrase ‘he did the. jasar in the eyes of Yahweh’ 

which is employed by both Kings and Chronicles at the beginning of 

their accounts of the reigns of a number of Hezekiah’s predecessors as 

kings of Judah: Asa, Jehoshaphat, Joash, Amaziah, Uzziah and 

Jotham;'®^ and this same briefer phrase is applied elsewhere to him (II 

Ki. 18:3; II Chron. 29:2). It has been suggested that jaiar, which is 

usually translated ‘that which was right’, may have had reference to the 

institution of reforms and re-establishment of just law at the beginning 

of a king’s reign, an institution known particularly from Babylonia.*®^ 

The fuller formula referring to Hezekiah is otherwise paralleled partially 

only by the statement about Asa, nearly two centuries earlier, that ‘he did 

the good and the jalar in the eyes of Yahweh’ (II Chron. 14:1). It is 

conceivable that the use of the word tab (‘good’) in both these formulae 

had some reference to the renewal of the covenant, or agreement, 

between the people and Yahweh which is specifically mentioned as 

having taken place in the reign of Asa,'®'^ and seems in effect also to have 

taken place under Hezekiah; ‘doing the tob before [or in the eyes of] 

Yahweh’ has perhaps, in the context, something of the connotation 

‘establishing good [relations by covenant] with Yahweh’.’®® 

Hezekiah is said to have been twenty-five years old when he became 

king (II Ki. 18:2; II Chron. 29:1), which would mean, assuming the 

system of chronology adopted here to be correct, that he was nine when 

Ahaz came to power, so that he would have observed, presumably with 

increasing dismay, what was going on in the kingdom during the whole 

of his father’s reign. It seems that he must have disapproved of what he 

saw, for he is described as losing no time in reversing the trend. During 

his first month in power he opened up the Temple (II Chron. 29:3) which 

had been closed by his father (II Chron. 28:24; 25:7) and which had 

presumably remained sealed and out of use ever since. The Temple 

seems even to have suffered dilapidation, since, in order to reopen it, it 

was apparently necessary to repair the doors. According to Chronicles, 

Hezekiah’s next step was to summon the religious officials (‘the priests 

See B 236 II, 182 and II Ki. i8: 5—6. '85 5^^ references in b 81, 2a. 

D. J. Wiseman in Journal of Semitic Studies 7 (1962) 167-8; and see CAH iii^.i, 45 3. 

Sec in^.i, 463. *88 Cf. OIHiiRi, 453. 
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and the Levites’)'®® of the Temple to the open space to the east of the 

Temple where he called upon them to sanctify, or make holy, both 

themselves and the Temple (II Chron. 29:4-5), because he intended to 

make an agreement or covenant {bent) with Yahweh (II Chron. 29:10). 

The officials are said to have readily obeyed the king’s injunction and, 

indeed, it is probable that there were others in the kingdom who longed 

for reform, and who may have helped to form the ideas of the young 

king. 

Among these significant figures were of course the prophet Isaiah, and 

his younger contemporary Micah.'^ Micah is said to have been a 

Morashtite (Mic. 1:1) presumably a native of Moresheth-Gath (Mic. 

1:14) near Lachish. Though he was preaching in the time of Jotham and 

Ahaz (Mic. 1:1), and speaking indeed against Samaria before its fall (Mic. 

1:2—9), main ministry appears to have been in the time of Hezekiah. 

This is shown by a reference to him, and a quotation from his prophecy, 

by Jeremiah about a century later (Jer. 26:17-19; Mic. 3:12). In the 

consonantal text of Jeremiah his name is spelt mykyh, but mykh in the 

book of Micah itself. These spellings, both of which are found in the 

Elephantine papyri,*’* probably represent respectively a scribal revision 

from, and an abbreviation of, mykyhw, a spelling which is found 

elsewhere in the Old Testament and on an eighth-century seal,*’2 and, in 

the form mkyhw, in a seventh-century vase inscription from Jerusalem 

and in the Lachish ostraca.*’® Micah conveyed Yahweh’s condemnation 

of unjust rulers, oppressive rich men, and corrupt priests and prophets, 

and his impending judgement involving invasion and destruction in 

Israel and Judah, including Jerusalem itself. He spoke also, however, of 

a time of restoration, and he referred, as did Isaiah, to the ideal ruler who 

would come in the future.*’"* This was one of the influences on the young 

king Hezekiah. The priests thoroughly cleansed the interior of the 

Temple, bringing all equipment which was foreign to the true worship 

of Yahweh into the court, which had already been cleared up, to be 

thrown by the Levites into the Kidron valley (II Chron. 29:12; 17). The 

Temple was then ceremonially rededicated and the system of offerings 

and worship reinstituted (II Chron. 29:i8;36). 

According to the sequence of events outlined in Chronicles, Hezekiah 

then issued an invitation to the entire nation, as well as to the Jews in 

what had been Israel (now under Assyrian occupation) to assemble at 

Jerusalem and celebrate the Passover, which, according to the normal 

•S’ On priesthood and the relationship of priests and Levites see b 109,3 j 8-71 (especially 3 64-6); 

B 145, ® ^73» b iSo, 95—101; b 294A, ii—14. 

See pp. 327-8 and n. 36 above. b 92, 296; b 143, 479; b 268, 137 and n. 88. 

b 186, 546; B 157, 133 and fig. 61 no. 119; b 255, 107, 144, 249. 

B 43, 195; Lachish Ostracon 11: 3 (b 199, 128-9). P- 5^^ above. 
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religious calendar, was about a month overdue (Ex. 12:1—27; II Chron. 

50:13). It has been suggested that in the north the Passover was 

celebrated about one month later than in the south and that Hezekiah 

deliberately delayed his celebration to encourage the participation of the 

northerners,*^^ but this must remain a speculation. There is no further 

specific mention of covenant renewal, but the solemn celebration of 

the Passover ceremony, which commemorated the deliverance of the 

Israelites from Egypt by Yahweh, in some sense the preliminary to the 

forming of the covenant between Yahweh and the people at Sinai (Ex. 

19:1—24:18), may have been regarded by Hezekiah and his sympathizers 

as, in effect, a covenant renewal ceremony. Chronicles states that a large 

number of people, including many from Israel (II Chron. 20:18),*’^ 

responded to Hezekiah’s invitation, and that before performing the 

ceremonies they collected the pagan altars and incense-burners from the 

city and hurled them into the Kidron valley (II Chron. 30:13—14). The 

lengthy description of the Passover celebration in Chronicles (II Chron. 

30:1—27) is not paralleled in Kings, but, though this is taken by some as 

an indication that there was no such event and that the account was 

invented by the author,”^ this is not necessarily so,'’* and the desirability 

of some ceremony which could symbolize covenant renewal argues in its 

favour. 

Kings makes brief mention of religious reforms, involving the 

destruction of every cultic platform, cult pillar,'” and standing cult pillar 

in Judah (II Ki. 18:4), and Chronicles repeats this with the modification 

that cultic platforms and altars were also destroyed in the territories of 

the northern kingdom (II Chron. 31:1), presumably by those from 

Assyrian occupied territory who had returned home after attending the 

Passover ceremony in Jerusalem. A possible manifestation of this reform 

is the destruction at Beersheba of a horned altar of dressed stone which 

stood over 1.5m high and measured at least 1.5m wide. The dimensions 

are uncertain because the blocks which made up the altar had been reused 

as building stones, and only a selection of them were recovered, built 

into the repaired wall of a storehouse area in level II, which went out of 

use with the destruction of the city by the Assyrians in 701.200 Such an 

altar of dressed stone would have been liable for demolition in a reform 

such as that instituted by Hezekiah, in view of the prohibition on using 

worked stone in an orthodox altar (Ex. 20:25; Deut. 27:5; Josh. 8:30-1). 

A further objection to this altar would have been what appears to be an 

engraved representation of a snake on one of the blocks.^*" Another 

B 155, 444. *96 Cf. A II, 107 n. 64; B 236 II, 178. 

*97 B 106, 470—1; B 280, 89-90 n. 4; B 287, 18—19. 

*98 Cf. B 78, 281; B 236 II, 176-7; B 336, I i9f. On II Ki. 23: 22—3 and II Chron. 35: 18, see below, 

pp.389-c)o. *99 See Cy^Hiii^. 1,470. 200 b 14; b 14A, i J4-6; b 291A. 201 Bi4,4fig.2. 
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manifestation of the reforming zeal of Hezekiah and his supporters was, 

according to Kings, the destruction of a bronze serpent, Nehushtan, 

which dated from the time of Moses (Num. 21:4-9) which had come 

to be treated simply as an idol (II Ki. 18:4).202 This action could be said to 

symbolize the seriousness of Hezekiah’s intentions, for the destruction 

of an object which had associations with the almost legendary figure of 

Moses must have been likely to arouse resentful opposition in some 

quarters. There is no mention of such opposition at this point, but it may 

be deduced from the rapidity of the reversion to pagan practices which 

followed Hezekiah’s death. That there was no special rejection of the 

past in these reforms is suggested by the statements that in re- 

estabhshing the Temple worship Hezekiah arranged for musicians to 

take part in the same way as they had done in David’s time (II Chron. 

29:25—30), and that certain proverbs of Solomon were transcribed in 

Hezekiah’s time (Prov. 2 5-29).203 Implicit in all these reforms was 

evidently an attempt by Hezekiah to concentrate all worship in Jerusa- 

lem,2tw an aim which was abandoned by his immediate successors, but 

readopted by his great-grandson Josiah.^os 

Hezekiah’s early years appear to have been largely undisturbed by 

foreign intervention, in spite of the fact that Sargon again mounted a 

campaign to the west in 712.206 The occasion for this was a revolt in 

Ashdod against Ahimetu its king, who had been installed in that position 

by the Assyrians in place of his brother Azuri after the latter had 

defaulted on his payment of tribute. This affair is described in Sargon’s 

annals in the account of his eleventh year [palit) 711,202 but it has been 

plausibly argued that its date is more reliably indicated by the text on a 

broken prism from Nineveh which places it in 712.208 According to both 

these sources, and a Display Inscription at Khorsabad,209 Ahimetu was 

deposed by a usurper named Yamani, often read as ‘the Greek’, but he 

was more probably, on the basis of Common SemiticjOTw, ‘right [hand], 

lucky, happy’, simply a Semitic-speaking native of Palestine.2'0 Accord¬ 

ing to the Nineveh prism,2*i a number of others, including the rulers of 

pi-lis-te, presumably the other Philistine cities, as well as Judah, Edom, 

and Moab, were induced to side with Yamani, who also endeavoured, 

202 Cf. B 219,13—14, 8 j-6 nn. 7-10; for a different interpretation see b 275,165; b 280, 87; cf. also b 

14,4. 203 See B 181, 99-100, 102. 204 See B 3}iA, 109. 205 See pp. 385—4 below. 

206 On the document 82—3—25, 131, formerly thought to give evidence of an Assyrian attack on 

Azekah and therefore of Hezekiah’s involvement with Yamani’s rebellion in 712 b.c. (a i 1, 66; a 

209, 80—4), see now a 274, 25—6; also p. 331 and n. 53 above and p. 369 below. 

207 Annals(n. 124above), lines 249—62 (a 35 ii, 13—1400.30; a 44, 286; a 185,38-41; a 226,36-9). 

^ Fragmentary Prism (a 209, 87—92); a 35 ii, 105-6 §§193—5; a 44, 287a (2). 

209 Wall Slabs, lines 90-112 (a 35 ii, 31-2 §62; a 44, 286; a 226, 114—17). 

210 See A 209, 80 n. 217; b i 14,192 n. 3; and cf. a 84,77—8; b 186 ii, 384 (_y»«), 396—7 {jmn)\ b 25 5, 

224. 

2*1 Fragmentary Prism (seen. 208) vii 26-8 (K.i668b + DT.6; a 35 ii, 105 §195); and see a 
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unsuccessfully, to enlist the support of‘Pir’u king of Egypt’, very likely 

Shabako (716—702 b.c.), second pharaoh of the Twenty-fifth (Nubian) 

Dynasty .2*2 This same text refers in a damaged passage to defensive 

works, presumably undertaken by Yamani. They involved digging a 

trench to the water table at a depth of over twenty cubits, or ten 

metres.The location of this work is not supplied by the text. It has 

been suggested that this passage might refer to the site of Minet el- 

QaPah, probably Ashdod-yam, which lies only about fifty metres from 

the sea shore, and where a ten-metre trench would easily strike the water 

table. Excavations at the site have revealed substantial fortifications of 

the eighth century b.c., but no traces of a defensive trench or moat. The 

possibility remains open, however, since only a limited part of the 

fortification was uncovered in the excavations, and a trench in an 

unexcavated sector cannot be ruled out.^'"* 

Sargon’s campaign to deal with this trouble in the south west is 

described in his annals (for 711 b.c.) and also in the Display Inscription, 

in both of which he claims that he besieged and conquered Ashdod, 

Gath, and as-du-di-im-mu, clearly Ashdod-yam. There is probably 

archaeological attestation of this campaign at Ashdod, where level VIII 

was destroyed, and where skeletal remains representing some three 

thousand individuals, many with traces of wounds, buried collectively in 

a number of locations, may represent those who perished at the hands of 

the Assyrians.215 it seems that the victorious Assyrians set up a basalt 

stela on the site to commemorate the event. Three fragments of this stela, 

inscribed in cuneiform, have been found; they are too fragmentary to 

show more than that they come from a standard type of victory stela, and 

can be assigned to Sargon on the grounds of palaeography and of parallel 

passages in his other inscriptions.^** 

There are signs of destruction, probably to be attributed to this 

campaign of Sargon, at the mound of Tell Mor, in the territory of 

Ashdod.2*^ It is probable that the sieges of two walled cities, and possibly 

also a third, depicted in reliefs from Sargon’s palace at Khorsabad, are to 

be assigned to this campaign of 712.^*® Two of these cities are labelled 

respectively ^a-am-qa-ru-na, Ekron, znAgab-bu-tii-nu. Biblical Gibbethon, 

described in the ninth century as belonging to the Philistines (I Ki. 15 ray; 

16:15).2'* The third walled city is shown under siege between the other 

two in this same series of reliefs,^® and though it is not labelled 

presumably represents some other important site in the general area of 

A 30, 143, 155, 380. 213 C{. CAD 6(H), 198, A/>7«A. ‘moat, ditch’. 

2” B 49 I, I 19-20; B 172. 215 B 49 I, 153; B 114, 21, 92-4, 2163114,192-7. 

2>2 B 49 III, 890. 

2>8 A 70,94 and figs. 9-10; A 118 II, pis. 89, 93 (andcf. pi. 85), v, 138,141; a 166,36-40 and plan, 

fig. 2; A 209, 83 n. 243; B 316, III and pis. 78b,c. 

2'^ B 16, 377; for the reading VuOT-ja-ra-na see A 109a, no. 220 a 118 ii, pi. 90, v, 138-9. 
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the other two, possibly Ashdoci.221 At the important site of Ashkelon 

there is no sign of destruction at this time,222 because it seems to have 

taken no part in Yamani’s rebellion. A damaged tablet from Nimrud, 

which is probably to be dated to about this year, mentions Ashkelon and 

Gaza as payers of tribute.223 

Though Sargon’s annals give the impression that he conducted this 

campaign in person, the Eponym Chronicle states that he spent that year 

‘in the land’,224 that is to say, in Assyria. In this context, the true situation 

is probably described in the Book of Isaiah, where a message from 

Yahweh to the prophet is dated to the year in which Sargon sent tartan to 

Ashdod, which he captured (Is. 20:1). The turtanu was the military officer 

ranking next below the king,225 and he is quite likely to have been given 

such a military assignment, the accomplishment of which would have 

been attributed in the royal annals to the king himself. It is possible 

indeed, in this instance (if we assume that the officer who held the rank of 

turtanu had held it already four years before), that he had some personal 

involvement with Ashdod, since the Nimrud tablet which mentions the 

bearers of tribute to Calah in about 716 b.c. speaks of the emissary from 

Ashdod making a special expedition outside Calah in the company of an 

officer of the turtanuP^ The relief depicting the siege of Ekron appears to 

show Sargon inspecting the prisoners, but since this might have taken 

place in Assyria after the return of the turtanu with the victorious army, it 

need not rule out the association of the sculptures with the campaign of 

712.222 is possible to interpret some of the defenders shown in the relief 

of the siege of Gibbethon as negroes, so it may be that though Shabako 

would not involve himself in the war, Nubian mercenaries were present 
at the action.228 

The passing reference to Sargon in Isaiah cited above is the sole 

passage in the Old Testament in which he is mentioned.229 Ashdod and 

its surrounding territory were annexed by Sargon and made into an 

Assyrian province,230 but Judah continued independent and saw no 

more of the Assyrians in the lifetime of Sargon. His attentions were 

engaged in Babylonia and the east and north. In fact, while campaigning 

to the north east in 705 he was killed in action, and was succeeded by his 

son Sennacherib. It was usually at the beginning of the reign of a new 

Assyrian king that subservient and tributary nations sought to break 

away to independence, and Hezekiah became involved in such moves in 

A 166 (1), 40, argues for Gaza because he takes the whole series (Room V) as illustrating the 

campaign of 720 b.c. Cf. also, arguing for 720 b.c., a 202, 99-102. 

222 B 49 I, 122. 223 Tablet ND.2672 (a too, 42; a 464, 147, 587-9; cf. a 70, 94). 

224 A 763, 413; A 209, 85. 225 a 43, 102; A 429, 60-3. 

226 Tablet ND.2765 (see n. 177 above). 227 cf a 202, 100-1. ^ Cf. a 202, loo-i. 

229 Spelt sargon^ on which see b 225, 8. ^ A 420, 63. 
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the early years of Sennacherib’s reign (II Ki. 18:7). According to Kings 

and a virtually duplicate account in Isaiah, Hezekiah received an embassy 

from Merodach-baladan, king of Babylon (II Ki. 20:12—19; 59-J~^)> 

which may have been connected with attempts by the latter to break free 

from Assyrian domination, perhaps by encouraging the opening of a 

‘second front’ to distract Sennacherib in the west. Merodach-baladan 

was king in Babylon in 721-710 and again for a period of nine months in 

703, and it is possible that this embassy, whose intention was perhaps to 

assess Hezekiah’s worth as a potential ally, took place in 705 when 

Merodach-baladan mounted a military rebellion in Babylonia.2^1 The 

description of this embassy is placed in Kings after an account of events 

which probably took place later, but the phrase ‘at that time’ which 

introduced it may be no more than a literary device for introducing a new 

topic, the account of Hezekiah’s reign not necessarily being given in 

chronological sequence. 

Merodach-baladan’s father is not named in the cuneiform sources, but 

both Kings and Isaiah identify him as Baladan, bFdn, and it has been 

plausibly suggested that this might represent Babylonian Bel-iddina, an 

equation supported by the occurrence of this name referring to a private 

individual on a fifth-century cuneiform tablet from Nippur, on which 

the Aramaic endorsement gives its alphabetic spelling as hFdn.'^'^ If this is 

correct, it would be a rare instance of the Old Testament supplying the 

name of a Babylonian historical figure not known in the native sources. 

According to the accounts in Kings and Isaiah, Hezekiah showed the 

Babylonian delegates treasures of gold, silver, balsam oil, aromatic oil, 

and arms, in his storehouses (II Ki. 20:13; Is. 59:2), and this catalogue 

may be amplified by a list of his riches, not specifically connected with the 

Babylonian embassy, in Chronicles, which includes mention of grain, 

wine, and olive oil, the three staples which were derived from the land (II 

Chron. 32:28). The words used for these three products, ddgdn, 

‘unground grain’, tirdi, ‘new (partially fermented) wine’ 2^ndjishdr, ‘raw 

olive oil’,2S3 suggest that Hezekiah’s storehouses contained the collected 

dues, or taxes, of the kingdom in their natural state. It is possible that the 

administrative machinery by which these dues were collected finds 

archaeological expression in the markings on large storage vessels which 

have been found in a number of excavated sites.^34 These vessels were 

marked by seal impressions stamped on the handles before baking (Pis. 

Vol., pis. 162 a-h). The impressions fall into two major groups: royal, 

with a winged symbol accompanied by the inscription Imlk, ‘belonging 

See A 552, 31-3. 

B 108 no. 76; B 223, citing BE lono. 6oand p. 44; J. Kohler and A. aus^ewablte 

Kecbtsurkunden (Leipzig, 1911), no. 4. See b 116, 103 on Deut. 7: 13. 

^ B 36, 242 and pi. 82.1. 
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to the king’, and a place name;^^ and private, with a two-Une inscription 

giving a personal name. If illegible examples are included, over eight 

hundred handles with royal seal impressions have been found at over 

twenty sites,236 which, with minor exceptions, are situated in the limited 

territory to which the kingdom of Judah was reduced in the late eighth 

and early seventh centuries b.c. The place names Hebron, Ziph, Socoh, 

and mmH (possibly EmmausJ^^? are plausible administrative centres, and 

the distribution of the stamped handles suggests that the jars, which had 

capacities of nine to ten gallons, contained products which were 

collected at the four centres, passed to Jerusalem, and were then 

redistributed throughout the kingdom.^38 

The date of these stamped jars is not certain. A very large number, 

over three hundred, of Imlk jar handles were excavated at Lachish,^^’ 

with few exceptions deriving from level III.^^o This level was destroyed 

by fire, and though the date of its destruction has been a matter of debate, 

there is good reason to attribute it to Sennacherib in 701, and therefore to 

assign the stamped jar handles to Hezekiah or one of his predecessors.^'*’ 

The evidence from other sites is limited, since most excavators have not 

distinguished a stratigraphical division which can be dated to Sennacher¬ 

ib’s invasion. At Ramat Rahel, the site at which, next to Lachish, the 

largest number of stamped handles (147) were found,^^^ it js only 

possible to say that they were in use some time in the eighth or seventh 

century since, though some were found in level VA, over half came from 

the rubble fill of the earlier, eighth to seventh century, level VB, which 

was razed and cut into during the building of level VA.3‘*3 At Arad in the 

south, however, the end of level VIII is possibly to be dated to this 

time,2‘*4 and though two of the five Imlk stamped jar handles from that 

site were found in the later level VII, and the three others were 

unstratified, several of the complete jars were found in level VIII.2‘*5 

Close examination of the impressions of the Imlk seals suggests that they 

were made from fewer than thirty actual seals;^'** the form of the script 

used on them argues for a date in the eighth century, and shows sufficient 

uniformity to suggest a relatively short period of use.2'*^ 

No indication of date is to be derived from the personal names which 

occur on the associated private seals. At one time it was thought that the 

“5 B 530,4-30. 

236 B 194, 16—17 n. 33; B 350, 57-92, 175—88 (25 sites). 237 g 

238 B 16, 420 n. 24. ^ ® 330, 183—4, to which add b 318, 76-81. 

2« B 314, 3*5, 540; B 3*7, 54-6. 

24* A 896; B 7; B 15, 47-51; B 317, 31-5 7. For a different view see b i 92; b 315, 49-5 3. 

242 B 330, 184-6. Large numbers are now reported from Jerusalem. 

243 B 49 IV, 1001-3, *006. ^ B 7, 78-9 6g. 3: B 49 I, 85. 

245 B 18, 138; see however b 245, 35 and chart 4. 246 g 36—44, distinguishes 28. 

242 B 198, 679-80. 
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seal of Eliakim, steward of Jehoiachin, should be associated with 

Jehoiachin, king of Judah in 5 98—5 97 b.c.,2‘»8 but the probability that this 

seal was used on a jar also marked with the Imlk Hebron seal, and the fact, 

now clear from more recent seal discoveries, that the term nr, formerly 

thought to designate a royal official, usually referred only to the servant 

or steward of a private citizen,^^^ suggests that this Jehoiachin was 

simply a local official in eighth-century Hebron. One of Hezekiah’s high 

officials, his royal steward, was named Eliakim, but there is no way of 

knowing whether the man mentioned in so humble a capacity on this seal 

would have risen to that position. Another high official in the service of 

Hezekiah, a scribe, was named Shebna, but there is again no way of 

knowing whether ‘Nera son of Shebna’ named on the seal impressions 

was his son, serving in a more junior capacity in Hebron. 

There is insufficient evidence to connect the administrative system 

implied by the stamped jar handles with any particular king; though the 

question should remain open, Hezekiah must be considered one of the 

main possibilities. The distribution of Imlk jar stamps, according to 

which the sites yielding the most substantial numbers are largely spaced 

in a defensive arc round the north and west of Jerusalem, suggests that 

one of the main purposes to which the rations contained in the jars were 

put was the provisioning of defensive garrisons. 

These preparations may have been connected with Hezekiah’s invol¬ 

vement in moves to break away from Assyrian domination. The 

statement in Kings that he revolted against Assyria is immediately 

followed by reference to substantial territorial conquests on his part in 

Philistia (II Ki. 18:7-8), and indeed Sennacherib in his annals states that 

the people of Ekron overthrew Padi their ruler, and handed him over to 

Hezekiah for internment in Jerusalem.Xwo ostraca from Tell Qasile, 

incised with a record of 30 shekels of gold and 1,100 measures (possibly 

jars) of oil, the latter Imlk, ‘belonging to the king’,^^’ may date from this 

period, and they may possibly reflect the placing by Hezekiah of 

administrative agents in outposts outside his territory. Though the site 

of Tell Qasile lies to the north of Joppa in what had probably been 

Israelite territory, the spelling of a personal name hjhw, Hiyahu (or 

possibly Ahiyahu) on one of these ostraca suggests, by the termination 

-jhw, that the scribe was from Judah.^^^ xbe gold (‘Ophir gold’ {^bj‘pr) 
— probably a designation of quality rather than origin) is consigned on 

the other ostracon ‘to Beth-horon’,^^^ on the direct route from Tell 

Qasile to Jerusalem. The gold, which amounted to a fairly modest 

2^8 B 20; B 22, 50 (=s 107). 249 q jqi^ 294—5OO. 

250 Annalsii 73-7 (a 55 ii, 119§240; a 44, 287; a 270, 31; b 539,66); seep. 559and n. 269 below. 

251 B 133, 15-1700. 4; B 134, 192 fig. 18; B 199, 251-5. 252 ScC IIl2 l, 472. 

253 Spelt bytlim^ on which see b 102, 48 no. 6; b 199, 253—4. 
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quantity (about 345 grammes)^^^ seems to have been on its way to 
Jerusalem, but it is quite probable that the oil, which was in its finished 
state, kmen, rather than t2.'fi,yishar^'^^ was being exported, perhaps to 
Phoenicia, and it has been pointed out that 1,100 jars, if jars are the 
unspecified measures in question, would have constituted a reasonable 
boat load.256 The king of Tyre at this time, with whom trade is likely, was 
Elulaios (Assyrian Luli), who had been king since the time of Shalma¬ 
neser ¥.257 He had been a loyal vassal and ally of Sargon,258 and his 
consequent freedom to trade without material interference no doubt 
brought prosperity. He must have found his subservience to Assyria 
irksome, however, for he was one of the leaders in the western rebellion 
against Sennacherib. Those taking part in this rebellion understood the 
risks involved in confronting the power of Assyria, and the Ekronites, 
and perhaps others, seem therefore to have sought to enlist the aid of 
Egypt, now under the Twenty-fifth Dynasty, and probably under a new 
king, Shebitku (702—690), who was more willing to co-operate with his 
Palestinian neighbours than his predecessor Shabako had been.259 

Hezekiah’s rebellious preparations were not confined to his outer 
defences. According to Chronicles (II Chron. 32:5), he rebuilt, or 
repaired, all the damaged parts of the existing wall of Jerusalem, 
probably ‘raised up towers (or bastions) on it’,260 and reinforced the 
Millo, a reference to the terraces built out on the eastern slope of the old 
city.261 There can be little doubt that the digging of the Siloam tunnel 
was associated with these works. This was a major engineering project 
which brought water from the natural spring, modern ^Ain Sitti 
Maryam, almost certainly the Gihon of the Old Testament, on the north 
east slope of Ophel (the south-eastern hill of Jerusalem) a distance of 
about 533 m to the south-west corner of the hill. The tunnel was hewn 
out of the solid rock by two gangs of workmen who started at opposite 
ends, and met near what is now the middle point. The meeting and 
completion was commemorated by an inscription cut on the wall about 
6.5 m from the present debouchment.262 It states that, as the two parties 
of workmen neared one another, a man’s voice could be heard calling, 
and that the labourers eventually met, striking ‘pick against pick’, and 
the water flowed from the ‘outlet’ (««»'/) to the ‘pool’ {brkh), a distance of 

Taking the shekel at 11.5 grammes. 

255 See p. 353 and n. 233 above. 256 g 233. 

257 727-701 B.C. A 163, 98; A 845, 349, proposes 729-694 B.C. 258 ^ 845, 229-45. 

259 Taylor Prism (p. 359 and n. 269 below ii 78-81 (a 35 ii, 119-20§240; a 44,287; a 270,31; b 339, 

66); see a 30, 154-5, 385. Cf. CAH 1112,3, 694. 

260 Reading, with RSV and NEB, wayyaal ^ale<j>ba migdaldt^ in place of wayyd'al ^al- 

hammigdaldty ‘and he raised [or went] up on the towers’. 261 gee b 178, 100—3. 

262 A 15 no. 189; A 44, 321; B 571, fig. 87 (situated at A); b 131, 66-7, no. 38; b 133, 21-3 no. 7; b 

339, 209-11. 
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1,200 cubits. Simple inspection of the tunnel associated with this 

inscription shows that the complex of spring and subterranean pool on 

the north-east side of the city must have been the ‘outlet’, and that the 

new destination of the waters on the south west would have been the 

‘pool’. The outlet or spring is referred to in Chronicles, where it is stated 

that ‘Hezekiah stopped up the upper outlet of the waters of 

Gihon, and brought them down on the west side of the city of David’ (II 

Chron. 32:30); the lower pool is mentioned in Kings, where Hezekiah is 

said to have ‘made the pool \brkh\ and the conduit, and brought water 

into the city’ (II Ki. 20:20). 

Before the Israelite conquest of Jerusalem in the early tenth century, 

the main water supply of the city was obtained from the natural spring on 

the north-eastern slope of Ophel, accessible from inside the wall by way 

of a twisting passage leading to the top of a vertical shaft some 15 m deep. 

This gave on to a water channel connected with the spring.2*3 Originally 

the waters of the spring must have run down the eastern slope into the 

Kidron valley, but the outer opening had subsequently been built up 

sufficiently to back up the waters along the channel to the foot of the 

vertical shaft. This water system had been inherited by the Israelites; but 

at some point during the monarchy the water, which must continually 

have run away down the eastern slope - for the water had no other exit, 

and is unlikely to have been completely consumed inside the city - was 

channelled southwards in an aqueduct along the west slope of the 

Kidron valley, just outside the eastern wall of the city, to a pool at the 

southern end of the hill, located in the area of the modern Birket el- 

Hamra.264 It is probably this channel to which reference is made in 

Chronicles, where it is said that Hezekiah assembled a large work force, 

and blocked all the springs outside the city, as well as the water course 

{nahal) which flowed through the middle of the land. The passage 

specifically states that this was done in order to deny water to the 

Assyrians (II Chron. 32:3-4).The blocking of this conduit would 

have caused surplus water once again to flow away down the eastern 

slope of the city hill, showing attackers where the water supply was 

located. This may have been one of the main motives for the cutting of 

the tunnel, for once the water had been made to debouch at the southern 

end of the city, it would not have been difficult to disperse it on down the 

valley, where tangled vegetation would have obscured it.^^^ The precise 

location and form of the lower pool into which the waters flowed is 

unknown, since much of the rock at the south-western tip of the Ophel 

hill has been quarried and otherwise eroded away, and the evidence thus 

263 See B 178 figs. 16-17. 

B 288, 110; B 292, 176-8, fig. 23, canal ii; b 355, 56 and fig. 2. 265 Cf, q j37-8. 

266 B 288, I 10; B 3 3 5, 37-8. 
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Fig. I j. Plan of Jerusalem. (After b 350, pi. on p. 5.) 
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destroyed. At present, the waters flow from Hezekiah’s tunnel into the 

Pool of Siloam. It is possible that this lay in a subterranean chamber 

outside the city wall in Hezekiah’s time, but recent work can be 

interpreted to suggest that Hezekiah’s wall extended far enough west to 

enclose the pool.2^7 

In addition to these structural measures, Hezekiah is said to have 

equipped the defenders with small shields and hand-weapons of some 

kind, perhaps a type that could be thrown or projected from the walls of 

the city (II Chron, The Assyrian threat was now sufficiently 

serious for Hezekiah to introduce martial law in the city and to deliver an 

encouraging address to the assembled people (II Chron. 32:6-8). 

It is not clear how these activities corresponded in time with the 

rumours of the Assyrian military preparations and advance. The annals 

of Sennacherib survive in a number of editions, but are best known from 

that of 691—689 B.C., represented by several exemplars, including the 

Taylor and the Chicago Prisms, which describe eight campaigns (Pis. 

Vol., pi. i65).269 It is clear from these that in his third campaign, which 

took place in 701, he marched to the west, dealing first of all with the 

cities in Phoenicia, including Sidon and Tyre, where Luli, who had just 

managed to escape to Cyprus, was replaced by Sennacherib’s nominee, 

Ethba'al. Sennacherib then moved southwards where Pudu-ilu of 

Ammon, Kammusu-nadbi of Moab and Aiarammu of Edom, all in 

Transjordan, as well as Metinti of Ashdod, all hastily submitted with 

tribute.^™ The probable predecessors of Pudu-ilu are known from the 

statue inscription of Yerah-'azar, which names the latter’s father Zakkur, 

and grandfather Shanib,^'^’ and Pudu-ilu is himself probably mentioned 

on an Ammonite seal inscribed ‘Belonging to Bayad^el retainer of Peda- 

=’el’.272 The annals then narrate Sennacherib’s replacement of Sidqa, the 

rebellious ruler of Ashkelon, with Sharru-lu-dari, and the conquest of 

Joppa and a group of neighbouring towns, which are described as 

‘towns of Sidqa’.Since Sennacherib would have reached these towns, 

which were some 50 km to the north of Ashkelon, before Ashkelon 

itself, and there is no specific mention of a siege of the latter, it may be 

that when the fate of these northern dependencies became known, Sidqa 

was overthrown by a pro-Assyrian party in the city, so, Sennacherib 

would have been spared the trouble of conquering the city.^'^'* Sidqa’s 

267 B 79; B 350, 41-51. 268 fnagett and ielaify on which see b 109, 243-5. 

269 See A 4 11, 60, 67-9, for a convenient transliteration of the account of the third campaign 

(Chicago and Taylor Prisms). See also a 285, 193-4 for the edition of 691-689 b.c. 

270 Annals ii 37-60 (a 35 ii, 118—19 §239; a 44, 287; a 270, 29-50; b 339,66). The name Aiarammu 

was formerly read Malik-rammu (see b 285, 467-8). 271 5^^ p ^^5 ^nd n. 97 above. 

272 CIS I no. 76; B99, 13 and n. 9; b 157,59-60 no. 5; andcf. the Biblical name Pidab^eiQ^Mm. 34: 

28). 273 Annals ii 61-72 (a 35 11, 119 §239; a 44, 287; a 270, 50-1; b 359, 66). 

27^ Cf- the translation in a 44, 287. 
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successor, Sharru-lu-dari, was the son of Rukibti, who had been installed 

as king of Ashkelon over thirty years before by Tiglath-pileser, and 

whose sympathies were reflected by the purely Assyrian name which he 

had given to his son.^'^^ 

According to the annals, Sennacherib was now confronted by the 

Egyptian army, whose assistance had been solicited by the rebels. This 

seems to have consisted of a combined force from Egypt and Nubia 

(Meluhha),2’6 reflecting the fact that the whole of Egypt was ruled at this 

time by the Nubian dynasty under Shebitku. This army, together with a 

contingent from Ekron, met Sennacherib near Altaqu, Biblical Eltekeh 

(II Ki. 19:8—9; Is. 37:9),^^^ a little over 15 km south of Joppa, suffering a 

defeat which was followed by the Assyrian conquest of Ekron and the 

neighbouring Timnah.^™ According to virtually duplicate accounts in 

Kings and Isaiah (II Ki. 19:9; Is. 37:9), both possibly derived from the 

source described in Chronicles as the ‘Vision of Isaiah’ (II Chron. 

32:3 2),2'^^ the commander of the Egypto-Nubian army, who is not named 

in the Assyrian text, was Taharqa (Hebrew tirhdqa), here described as 

‘king of Nubia {kuff. While Taharqa, a younger brother of Shebitku, 

did not become king until 690, it has been plausibly argued that he was 

about twenty years old at the time of Sennacherib’s invasion, and could 

have been placed by Shebitku in titular command of the expeditionary 

force to Palestine.2*o 

While Ekron was a Philistine city, it is probable that Timnah was 

within the territory of Judah. Hezekiah had taken Padi, the deposed pro- 

Assyrian king of Ekron, into custody at the request of his Philistine 

allies, and, though the details of the transaction are not stated, Senna¬ 

cherib’s annals claim that he ‘caused Padi... to come out of Jerusalem’, 

and reinstated him as ruler of Ekron.^^i It may be that Hezekiah, learning 

of the fall of Timnah, only about 30 km to the west of Jerusalem, hoped 

to placate Sennacherib by releasing Padi.^^ If so, the gesture did not 

achieve its object; and the fact that Hezekiah did not personally submit to 

‘the yoke’ of Sennacherib, led the latter, according to his annals, to 

besiege forty-six fortified Judaean cities, as well as numerous small 

towns, deporting 200,ijo people, and investing Hezekiah himself in 

275 Cf. A 70, 96—7; J. J. Stamm, Die akkadiscbe Namengebung (Leipzig, 1939) 316. 

276 Annals ii 79—80 (a 35 ii, 119-20 §240; a 44, 287; a 270, 31; b 339,55). On Meluhha see a 344, 

797, and 794-5 s.v. Makan; I. J. Gclb in RA 64 (1970) 7. 

277 B 16, 376; B 213, 72-7. See below, p. 695. 

278 Annals ii 80-iii 12 (a 55 ii, 119-20 §240; a 44, 287-8; a 270, 31-2; b 339, 66-7). 

279 See B 293, 382-3, ^nd see in general p. 361 and n, 286 below. 

280 A 30, 15 7-66, and especially 15 9-60,386 n, 825 on the proleptic use of the designation ‘king’. 

For the view that Taharcja could not have been in command in 701 b.c. and that Sennacherib must 

have made a second invasion of Palestine some time after 690 b.c., see b 78, 296-308. 

28> Annals iii 15 (a 270, 32). 282 Pof an alternative explanation sec b 210, 183-4. 
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Jerusalem.283 His annals do not state by what route Sennacherib’s forces 

approached Jerusalem, but this information may be deduced from the 

series of sculptured reliefs from room XXXVI of his palace at Nineveh, 

which depict the siege of a fortified city (Fig. 14, Pis. Vol., pi. 164), and 

the reception of its surrender by Sennacherib seated on his throne.284 The 

event depicted in this series is identified by an epigraph above the 

enthroned figure as the capitulation of Lachish to Sennacherib.283 

Chronicles states that Sennacherib was ‘in front of Lachish’ with all his 

forces, and that from there he sent his servants to Jerusalem (II Chron. 

32:9), an action more fully described in the parallel accounts in Kings and 

Isaiah.286 In Kings, Sennacherib is described as sending his senior 

military officer, the tartanu^'^ together with the rab-sans and rab-iaqeh, 

two senior officials (Assyrian rab sa rest and rab saqe),^^ and a large army 

(II Ki. 18:17). Only the rab-saqeh is mentioned in Isaiah (36:2), possibly 

because he may have seemed to the Jews the most prominent of the three 

on account of his role as spokesman. It seems likely that the Assyrians 

established a camp on high ground to the north west of the city, a site, 

according to Josephus, chosen by Titus for his camp some 770 years 

later, and still known at that time as ‘the camp of the Assyrians’.2®® 

According to the Biblical account, the rab-Iaqeh, whose title is treated as a 

personal name, and his fellow officers then came and stood in or ‘by the 

conduit of the upper pool which is by the highway of the fuller’s field’ (II 

Ki. 18:17; Is. 36:2). This location, near to the place at which Isaiah had 

delivered Yahweh’s message to Ahaz some thirty years before,2’o cannot 

be certainly identified, but the implied combination of a water conduit 

and a fuller’s field, that is to say, a field in which cloth was cleaned by 

treading or beating, almost certainly with the aid of water,29> suggests 

the area at the foot of the eastern wall of the ancient city which, until the 

cutting of Hezekiah’s tunnel, could have been watered from the 

aqueduct running southwards from the Gihon spring.292 In this case the 

pool at the Gihon spring would have been the ‘upper pool’. Though the 

terminology would not correspond to that implied by Chronicles, 

according to which this aqueduct or conduit was called uabal (II Chron. 

32:4) rather than fe^a/d, as here, it is not to be supposed that such 

vocabulary was rigidly used. If this is the correct interpretation, the 

2“ Annals iii 18-30 (a 55 ii, 120 §240; A 44, 288; A 270, 32-3; b 339, 67). On the number 200,150 

see A 480, I, 18-19, 4nd cf. a 4, 136. 

BM 124904-15. A 45 nos. 371-4 (partial illustration); a 126,174; A 13 3 pis. 20-4; a i 47 pis. 68- 

76:8317,28-30. A 44, 288; A 155, 43; A 270, 156 no. xxv; B 339, 69-70. 

^ For the view that the account in Kings and Isaiah reflects three separate and mutually 

inconsistent sources see, e.g., b 88, 69-103; b 126, 234-5. ^ See p. 352 and n. 225 above. 

28* See A 6,91 and 112; A 52,974 and 1182 respectively; and on rai/a re//, a 431A; A 535, 309-11. 

^ Jevisb War v.303, 504-7; on which see B 319. wo gee p. 333 above. 

wi Cf. for Egypt, A. Etman, Life in Ancient Egpt (London, 1894; reprint Toronto, 1971) 217-18. 
W2 See pp. 3 5 6-9 above. 
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Fig. 14. Series of bas-reliefs which decorated the walls of room XXXVI in the Palace of 

Sennacherib at Kouyunjik, the citadel mound of ancient Nineveh. The reliefs depict the siege and 

capture of the city of Lachish by Sennacherib in 701 b.c. The sequence of the action proceeds from 

left to right: Assyrian troops, including bowmen and slingers, advance on the city; the city is 

attacked up ramps by infantry following siege engines which are protected with water from large 

scoops against burning brands thrown down by the defenders; booty and captives are driven out of 

the city; Sennacherib on his throne in front of his tent receives the capitulation of the city; 

Sennacherib’s chariot stands by, and behind him other troops wait in front of his fortified camp. A 

cuneiform inscription beside the king identifies him and names the city. (Drawing by Ann Searight.) 
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phrase ‘upper pool’ {habbereka ha'elyona) would refer to one part only of 

the spring and pool which are together designated the ‘source’ {mosa) in 

Kings and the Siloam inscription. 

It is a plausible interpretation that the Assyrians stood below the wall 

on the west slope of the Kidron valley,293 and that from there the rab- 

saqeh addressed the inhabitants. According to Kings, he called for 

Hezekiah, but was met by three high Judaean officials, Eliakim, Shebna, 

andJoah(II Ki. i8;i8;cf. Is. 36:5), who presumably stood looking down 

from the wall. It appears that a considerable number of people also 

watched from inside the city, and if this encounter took place at the 

eastern wall many of them could have done so from the built-out 

terraces, Millo, which rose up the hill above it. The rab-iaqeh delivered 

his message in Hebrew (II Ki. 18:26; Is. 36:11), and when Eliakim asked 

him to speak Aramaic, already the language of diplomacy, so that the 

exchanges should be confidential, the rab-saqeh continued in Hebrew, 

raising his voice so that all could hear (II Ki. 18:27-28; Is. 36:12—13; II 

Chron. 32:18). The rab iaqeh's message was the simple one that Hezekiah 

should surrender the city because the Jews stood no chance of with¬ 

standing the power of Assyrian arms. He received no answer, but 

Eliakim and his colleagues took the message to Hezekiah, who received 

it in a despondent frame of mind, adopting the signs of mourning and 

withdrawing to the Temple, at the same time sending Eliakim and 

Shebna to Isaiah for advice. 

Eliakim ben Hilkiah, on whom so much fell at this time, occupied the 

position of chamberlain,29‘* Shebna, a man of pride and extravagance, 

now his junior, having been demoted from that office and that also of 

royal steward {soken),^'^^ possibly through the influence of Isaiah, who 

had condemned him for these failings and for preparing a tomb for 

himself in a conspicuous situation (Is. 22:15-23), Though Shebna’s 

name is here usually spelt iebna’, or occasionally kbnah, it is possible that 

these were abbreviated forms of the name Ubanyahu (JbnyhwY^ attested in 

the Old Testament of other individuals, and that a rock-hewn tomb 

which has been discovered in a prominent position on the east side of the 

Kidron valley, facing towards the city, and identified by a damaged lintel 

inscription as that of. . .yhw Tr hbyt, ‘. . . iah, the Chamberlain’ (Pis. 

Vol., pi. i6i)292 was the tomb of Shebna of which Isaiah spoke. While 

Eliakim is himself unknown outside the Old Testament, it is possible 

that the seal impression, already mentioned, of‘Jehozarah ben Hilkiah 

293 See B 8 5A, which proposes, however, the lower end of the Kidron valley, not knowing, in 

1958, of the location of the eastern city wall. 

29* On this title see iii2,i, 465 and n. 174. 295 Sees 109, 131. 

296 B 2j5, 2)8 no. 1302. 

292 A I j no. 191; B 131,6)-6, no. 37; b 133, 25-4no. 8;cf. however b 173, suggesting that Hilkiah 

(Jllqybw\ father of Eliaqim, was the owner of the tomb. 
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servant of Hezekiah’,258 jg that of his brother, who was in that case also in 

the royal service. 

According to the Biblical narrative, Isaiah assured Hezekiah’s delega¬ 

tion that the message from Yahweh promised that there was no occasion 

for uneasiness, and that the Assyrians would withdraw from Judah 

without the need for any military action on the part of Hezekiah (II Ki. 

19:5-7; Is. 37:5-7). The rab-Iaqeh is then described as returning, perhaps 

to report an unsatisfactory response to Sennacherib, who was now 

besieging Libnah, having moved camp from Lachish (II Ki. 19:8; Is. 

37:8). He may have been summoned to report to Sennacherib in view of 

rumours of the remustering of the Egyptian forces. Though the fate of 

Lachish is not described either in Sennacherib’s annals or in the Biblical 

account, it is vividly depicted in the series of bas-reliefs already referred 

to (Fig. 14). 

The evidence of these scenes is augmented by the discovery in the 

ruins of the level III gateway at Lachish of an Assyrian bronze helmet- 

crest together with numerous iron arrowheads, and some of bone, made 

perhaps by the defenders to replace scarce metal ones, as well as a number 

of sling stones.299 These objects were associated with signs of violent 

destruction with burning which were found in different parts of the 

site.300 A sloping mass of boulders covered by a layer of stones cemented 

together with a mortar of lime plaster and sand at the south-west angle of 

the city wall has been plausibly interpreted as the remains of the Assyrian 

siege ramp, which is clearly depicted in the bas-reliefs, and it appears 

from the reliefs that causeways of wooden beams were laid over the 

stones of this ramp to give smooth passage for the siege engines.^* It is 

not clear why Sennacherib should have moved to Libnah after his 

success at Lachish, but it may be that this action simply formed part of a 

strategy of taking the towns and cities in the Shephelah, the lower 

western slopes of the Judaean hills, in order to secure the coastal plain. A 

number of towns in this region are named as under threat in a message 

proclaimed as from Yahweh, probably some time between 720 and 714, 

by Micah (Mic. 1:10—15),302 g^d it is probable that the majority of the 

forty-six fortified cities claimed among his conquests by Sennacherib 

were in this zone (cf. II Ki. 18:13). They certainly seem to have been 

within the orbit of Philistia, since Sennacherib states in his annals that he 

handed over a number of Hezekiah’s towns to Metinti of Ashdod, Padi 

of Ekron, and Silli-Bel of Gaza.^o^ 

^ See p. 346 and n. 182 above. 

^ ® 5*4. 5J“6, 90, 585, 387,396, 398, pis. 39, 40, 60, 63. See (in general) b 35 no. 17. 

^ B 5*4. 4J. 48, J5-^; B 5*7. 5*-i. 45~4. 46-7, 
B 53; B 318, 71—4 and figs. I and 19. ^ Sec b 29, 241—2, 276—85; and cf. b 16, 339. 

305 Annals iii 31—4 (a 35 ii, 120 §240; a 44, 288; a 270, 33; b 359, 67). 
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It appears that at this time Taharqa was once again threatening the 

Assyrian army, having presumably recovered from his defeat at Eltekeh, 

and having remustered his forces (II Ki. 19:9; Is. 37:9)-^'^ Sennacherib 

may, in the light of this, have felt that with a substantial part of his army 

away in the east besieging Jerusalem his position was unduly exposed. 

At all events he is said to have again sent messengers to Hezekiah (II Ki. 

19:9)305 carrying a written message, which they also delivered orally, 

once more calling upon him to surrender. Hezekiah is said to have taken 

the document into the Temple where he prayed to Yahweh for help, and 

in consequence received a message through Isaiah that Yahweh would 

ensure that the Assyrian attack would not succeed (II Ki. 19:9—54; Is. 

37:9-35). This is followed by a much debated statement that during the 

night the messenger, or angel, of Yahweh struck down 185,000 in the 

Assyrian camp; they were found in the morning to be dead. Following 

this Sennacherib withdrew and returned to Nineveh (II Ki. 19:35—6; Is. 

27:36-7). Since the time of Josephus^o* this has commonly been taken to 

be a reference to sickness of some kind in the Assyrian camp, and it has 

been further suggested that a garbled reflection of it is to be found in an 

Egyptian tradition, quoted by Herodotus,^®'' according to which the 

army of Sennacherib which was besieging Pelusium was forced to retreat 

as a result of the destruction of their equipment by a swarm of field mice. 

It has been pointed out that in both the Old Testament (I Sam. 6:4-5) and 

Greek literature^os the mouse is a symbol of plague.3°’ The apparently 

very large number of those who perished is given in the form ‘hundred 

eighty and five ^alep\ and one possibility worth considering is that ^alep 

(^elep), ‘thousand’, here was originally ^alup, ‘commander of a thousand’, 

or ‘picked man’, subsequently misunderstood and wrongly vocalized, 

and that the passage is stating that 18 5 picked men died.3'0 An element of 

speculation must at present remain in the interpretation of this passage, 

but that the Assyrians did indeed withdraw without taking Jerusalem is 

tacitly admitted in Sennacherib’s annals, where no claim is made that 

Jerusalem capitulated. 

Some reflection of part of the reason for Sennacherib’s withdrawal is 

possibly to be seen in the predictive statement of Yahweh transmitted by 

Isaiah, that the Assyrian king would hear a rumour, in this case perhaps 

news of trouble in Babylonia, and return to his own land (II Ki. 19:7; Is. 

5®^ A 50, 385 n. 822. See below, pp. 696 and 698-9. 

“5 Literally ‘and he returned {pySb') and sent’, while the parallel in Isaiah reads ‘and he heard 

and sent’. Anti. ]ud. wt Hw/oriM 11.141. ^oe Homer,///a41. 39. 

See, e.g., A. D. Godley,Hrro<4!/»/1(1920) 4470. 2; W. W. How and J. A Commentary on 

Herodotus i (Oxford, 1912) 236. 

3") For possible instances in other passages, in which the form is ’’elep rather than "alupim, see B 

332, 24-7. 
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57:7).^” The annals say that He2ekiah was shut up in Jerusalem and that 

fortifications were established around it to intercept any who might seek 

to get out,3>2 and they claim that there were desertions from Hezekiah’s 

forces, including even some of his elite troops.^'^ In speaking of tribute 

from Hezekiah, however, it is only stated that it was sent later (‘after 

me’).^''’ This tribute is presumably that referred to earlier in the sequence 

of the Biblical account (II Ki. 18: i j—16), since the latter passage appears 

to encapsulate the entire war, while episodes within it are given more 

expanded treatment in subsequent passages. The two accounts agree in 

listing 30 talents of gold among the tribute, but differ over the quantity 

of silver, the Assyrian claiming 800 talents as against the Hebrew 300. It 

has been suggested that this discrepancy is to be explained by reference 

to a ‘light’ and a ‘heavy’ talent,^*^ bm jn that case it is not clear why the 

figures for the gold should not differ by the same proportion. It appears 

more likely that an error has arisen in the transmission of the figure in 

one of the sources. 

According to the Biblical account, Hezekiah stripped parts of the 

Temple in order to obtain the gold and silver,^’® and he probably had to 

resort to similar measures to obtain the remainder of the tribute, not 

named in the Old Testament, but given in the Assyrian annals as 

including precious stones, valuable woods, furniture decorated with 

ivory, iron daggers and raw iron,^*’ and male and female musicians.^’® 

This illustrates the fact that, in addition to repeated exactions of tribute, 

the Assyrians, particularly since the time of Tiglath-pileser III, imposed 

deportations of population, the example of Samaria being only the best 

known of many. According to the surviving Assyrian texts, Tiglath- 

pileser had deported over 360,000 individuals throughout the areas of 

his wars, Sargon claims over 200,000, Sennacherib over 400,000, and 

while Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal give no figures, they each mention 

over ten mass deportations, in which comparable numbers of people 

were no doubt moved.To the extent that deportations from the south 

west are specifically mentioned in the documents, it can be seen that their 

destination was most often the Assyrian homeland, or the areas adjacent 

to it,320 and it is in this context that the Aramaic ostracon from Nimrud 

mentioned above, which may be dated palaeographically approximately 

‘ For the suggestion that mice attacking the camp might have been taken as an omen of disaster 

see B 178A, 363 n. 8i. 312 Annals iii 27—50 (a 35 ii, 110 §240; a 44, 288; a 270, 33; b 339, 67). 

3*3 Annals iii 37-41 (a 55 ii, 120-1 §240; a 44,288 and n. 4; a 270,33—4; b 339,67); on which see a 

4 I, 136; CAD 2 (B), 176, s.v. batiltu. 

3*^ Annals iii 41—9 (a 35 ii, 121 §240; a 44, 288; a 270, 34). 

315 8229,485. 21* See B 145, 284-5. 

31’ Rassam Cylinder C i 57 (a 4, 75; a 270, 60); see a 463, 286, 293. 

318 On naru^ ‘musician’, and nartu, ‘female musician’, see CAD 11 (N) i, 363-4, 376-9. 

319 A 480, 19—22. 

320 A 480, 116-35 (from area 20 in column 2 to areas 51 or 33-5 in column 4). 
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to the late eighth century or the reign of Sargon or Sennacherib, 

should be considered.^22 This ostracon is inscribed in ink on both sides, 

probably by two different but contemporary scribes, each side simply 

giving a list of personal names, mostly in the form X bn Y, ‘X son of Y’. 

Altogether fifteen individuals are named including what may have been 

two pairs of brothers, and three instances of more than one man with the 

same first name, so only twenty-two fully legible names are attested. Of 

these, half are known either from the Old Testament or from inscrip¬ 

tions to have been the names of Hebrews. There are none compounded 

with the divine elementso all that can be said of the ethnic affinities 

of the men mentioned on this ostracon is that they were Western Semites 

from conquered populations in Aram, Phoenicia, Ammon, Edom, 

Israel, or Judah, and that while such a man as Menahem ben Elisha may 

have been a Hebrew, it seems most likely that the group was a mixed 

one.^^ 

Pictorial evidence that Judaeans were among those taken to Assyria is 

afforded by the sculptures from the Palace of Sennacherib at Nineveh. In 

Fig. 14 the defenders of Lachish are depicted wearing a distinctive head¬ 

dress formed by a wide band of cloth wound round and over the head, 

with the end hanging down at the side. Men with this same head-dress 

appear among the labourers shown moving the colossal winged bulls 

which were incorporated in Sennacherib’s Palace, while another appears 

elsewhere in the more favoured role of a royal bodyguard.One 

isolated relief, not part of the main Lachish series, which depicts three 

lyre players, two wearing this head-dress without the hanging end, 

escorted by an Assyrian soldier in mountain scenery, may show some of 

the musicians mentioned as part of the tribute taken by Sennacherib 

being assembled in Palestine for deportation.^25 

The fragmentary text tentatively cited above,^“ which describes the 

conquests of a Philistine city and of Azekah in western Judah by an 

unnamed Assyrian king, cannot be absolutely separated from the time of 

Hezekiah, for though the traces of signs and the space at the crucial 

lacuna do not agree with the restoration of his name,^^? ^he name Uzziah, 

the other likely candidate, itself remains uncertain. An abnormal writing 

of ha-:(a-qi-a-u should not be ruled out, for he like Uzziah had made 

conquests in Philistia, and an Assyrian conquest of Azekah, lying as it 

^21 B 246, 14, fig. 2 nos. 5-4. 

^22 Ostracon ND.6521; a 400; b 25; b 75; b 247; and p. 522 n. 2 and p. 341 above. 

323 B 247 argues that the group was entirely Ammonite. 

32< BM 124822 and 124901. a 155, 57-^5, figs. 14-16, 19-21, pis. 2:2-3, b 53, 163-4, pi. 

32B; B 55, 65 and figs. 41, 46. 325 bM 124947 (a 126, 176); a 15 j, 61—2, fig. 18, pi. 3:3. 

326 P. 331 and n. 55 above. 

322 It is possible to read i^-x-y—a-a-u^ but while (rather than ^<7) is acceptable at x, there is 

insufficient space at y for qi or qt. 
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does about lo km east of Libnah on the way to Jerusalem, would have 

been plausible. The attribution of this tablet must therefore remain an 

open question. 

At some unspecified time, evidently during the Assyrian threat, 

Hezekiah is said to have been seriously ill (II Ki. 20:1-6; Is. 38:1-6), and 

this episode affords an interesting glimpse of the medical practice of the 

time. It is reported that Isaiah directed that the inflammation associated 

with his ailment be treated by the application of a fig cake (II Ki. 20:7; Is. 

38:7) as a poultice, a treatment known for horses at Ugarit some 
centuries earlier.^28 

Hezekiah survived both the Assyrian invasion and his illness, and the 

kingdom of Judah was to survive in independence, though sometimes 

with vassal status, for a further century. 

328 See B 125,406-7 no. 38; b 140, 698; b 229,512, 597. The interpretation of II Ki. 20: 9—11 and 

Isaiah 38: 8 as referring to some kind of sun-clock (b 229, 508-9; b 343A) is improbable; see b 109, 

185. 
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CHAPTER 30 

JUDAH UNTIL THE FALL OF JERUSALEM 

(f. 700—586 B.C.) 

T. C. MITCHELL 

I. hezekiah’s later years 

Sennacherib failed to take Jerusalem in 701 b.c., and Judah remained an 

independent state, but the kingdom had been weakened, Sennacherib 

having laid waste, as he put it in monumental inscriptions on a bull 

colossus and a stone slab, ‘the wide district of Judah’.’ Pudu-ilu of 

Ammon, Kammusu-nadbi of Moab and Aiarammu of Edom had all 

escaped such devastation by paying tribute to Sennacherib without 

delay, and it seems likely that they now saw an opportunity to take 

advantage of the weakness of Judah. Levels II at Beersheba and VIII at 

Arad were destroyed at about this time,^ and though this might have 

been part of Sennacherib’s operation, both cities lie rather far south of 

the area in which the Assyrians seem mainly to have conducted their 

campaign. It might well be that they mark an incursion of the Edomites, 

who indeed seem to have suffered an encroachment on the part of Judah 

earlier in Hezekiah’s reign (I Chron. 4:41-5). That the Edomites were a 

threat in this area at about this time is suggested by a letter found in level 

VIII at Arad.3 This appears to have been sent by two officers, Gemariah 

and Nehemiah, in a military outpost to their superior Malkiah, presum¬ 

ably in Arad, and it states that the king should know that, thanks to 

trouble from the Edomites, they have been unable to send something 

(the text at that point is damaged). If the destruction of level VIII was the 

result of Edomite action this could have been a presage of the coming 

threat to the weakened state. 

The unorthodox temple at Arad, which had been founded in the tenth 

century, had continued in use in level VIII, though the built altar had 

gone out of use, perhaps as a result of Hezekiah’s reforms. If this is so, 

however, the effectiveness of the reform would seem to have been only 

partial at the site, for it appears that the sanctuary was served by a body 

of, presumably unorthodox, functionaries. This is suggested by a group 

* Bull Inscription (a 4,66-7), 20-2; Nebi Yunus Slab(A 4» 6)» 15; for both texts see a 4, 76, and a 

44, 288. 2 B j joy. B gj respectively. 

^ AradOstracon4o(B 17,70-4; b izi, no. 62; b 199,207-9, ^545 ® ® 202-5 *)• 
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of ostraca from the temple, each inscribed with a single name, including 

two, Meremoth and Pashhur, known from the Bible as recurring in 

priestly families.'* It is possible that these ostraca had served as lots to 

determine the periods of duty at the temple of the men whose names they 

bore, in the same way as is recorded of the cultic musicians in the time of 

David (I Chron. 25:8). Also in the temple were found the remains of a 

pottery bowl inscribed in ink on both the inside and the outside with 

marked-off columns giving lists of individuals and groups followed by 

numerals, indicating perhaps the participants in an offering ritual.5 

The destruction level at Beersheba has also yielded fragmentary 

inscribed ostraca, probably records of the issue of rations, perhaps to 

members of the local garrison.^ There is evidence of sporadic occupation 

during the eighth and seventh centuries b.c. at Khirbet Qumran at the 

north-west corner of the Dead Sea and also in caves in the Wadi 

Murabba'^at, some 18 km to the south. It is possible that these caves 

served as temporary refuges and perhaps military outposts at this time, 

when Judah had been weakened by Assyria and was now threatened 

from Transjordan. This may explain the discovery in Cave 2 at 

Murabba'at of a fragmentary Hebrew letter on papyrus which may be 

dated palaeographically to about this time.'^ This document is too 

fragmentary to convey any historical information, but it is of special 

significance as representing the only pre-Hellenistic inscribed papyrus 

known from Palestine. Papyrus was, however, widely used in Egypt and 

the Levant and may be presumed to have been the principal writing 

material in Israel and Judah during the period of the monarchy, as is 

shown by Biblical references to inscribed scrolls (Ps. 40:8; Jer. 36:2-4; 

Ezek. 2:9), which suggest papyrus rather than leather,® and seal impres¬ 

sions with backs showing the imprint of the papyrus documents which 

they sealed.^ 

Little can be said about the activities of Hezekiah after the removal of 

the Assyrian threat. Since there seems to be reason for associating the 

Imlk jar-handle stamps with the period preceding Sennacherib’s 

invasion, their virtual disappearance from the archaeological record 

after this event suggests the collapse of Hezekiah’s administrative 

system, and a failure to restore it. It seems likely that both Isaiah and 

Micah died, or certainly became too old to work, in the early seventh 

century, since they both name Hezekiah as the last king under whom 

they prophesied. It has been suggested that Hezekiah, his energies 

^ Arad Ostraca 50-7 (b 17, 85-7; b izi, nos. 65-72; b 199, 211-15). 

5 Arad Ostracon 49 (b 17, 80-4; b 121, no. 72; b 199, 209-11). ^ b 199, 271-3. 

’ B 61, 93—100, pi. xxviii; b 133, 31—2 no. ii. See b 49 in, 692 fig.; b 94. 

® See B 5, 30-2; B 115,8 1—4, 240-1; N. Lewis, Papjrus in Classical Antiquity *974) 6-9, 

84—5. ’ E.g. B II, 164-8; B 41, 193-4; B 45; B 161 nos. 4, 26. 
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having been sapped by the worries of the Assyrian invasion and by the 

ill-health which he suffered at that time, decided to associate his young 

son Manasseh on the throne with him, in order to begin the process of 

passing the burdens of rule to him, and to prepare him for kingship. 

There is no specific evidence for this, the suggestion depending upon 

chronological deductions, which, it is argued, favour the commence¬ 

ment of such a co-regency in 697 or 696 b.c., when Manasseh was twelve 

years old and Hezekiah forty-four.’® This must remain purely hypotheti¬ 

cal. In the account of his death in Chronicles, Hezekiah is said to have 

been buried in the upper section of the royal cemetery, and to have been 

honoured on the occasion by the people {II Chron. 52:33).” 

II. THE REIGNS OF MANASSEH AND AMON 

Manasseh succeeded his father Hezekiah in 687/686 b.c.,’2 beginning a 

reign of forty-five years (II Ki. 21:1; II Chron. 55:1).Both Kings and 

Chronicles begin their accounts of his reign by stating that ‘he did evil in 

the sight of Yahweh’, and that he allowed, or indeed fostered, the kind of 

pagan practices which had characterized the religion of the Canaanites at 

the time of the conquest (II Ki. 21:2—7; H Chron. 33:2—7).’'' They then 

catalogue a remarkable series of aberrations from true Yahwism. The old 

cultic platforms and cult pillars were reintroduced, as well as altars to 

foreign gods (btalim) and to ‘the whole host of heaven’, the latter 

referring to the worship of the sun, moon, and stars, probably in 

anthropomorphic form, an observance dating back to Canaanite times, 

but perhaps with some Babylonian elements brought in via Assyria 

through the agency of Aramaean contact.’^ Pagan altars were brought 

into the Temple, as also was a cult pillar described as an ‘image’ {pesel), 

perhaps bearing the rudimentary attributes of the female figure.’® This 

introduction of pagan objects into the actual Temple established a new 

extreme of apostasy, because, while several earlier rulers had introduced 

foreign images and altars into the land, these had always been outside the 

Temple precincts. The Holy of Holies was the site of the Ark of the 

Covenant, which had been placed there by Solomon and had presumably 

remained there ever since, and it has been plausibly suggested that 

Manasseh now had it removed and replaced by the cult pillar.’"’ What was 

done at that time with the Ark is unknown, but it may well have been 

B 506, 157-61. 

** On ‘upper section’ {maaltb) 2nd other possible interpreutions see B 106, 493-4, and p. 381 

below. Cf. also b 292, 203. ‘2 ^ 157-61. 

Fifty-five from the beginning of his co-regency. See n. 10. 8 219, 20-7. 

‘5 A II, 84-8; b 219, 45-59. ® 99» ^ general a 843, 115-52. 

B 77 I, 441-4; B 219, 22-3. B 144; B 145, 276-82. 
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deposited in one of the Temple treasuries.’® Further activities included 

the practice of sorcery, necromancy, and divination by cloud movements 

and snake behaviour,’^ and a return to the strange practices of the time of 

Ahaz in the Valley of the Sons of Hinnom, where Manasseh is said to 

have made his sons^o ‘pass through the fire’.2’ 

The presence in Jerusalem of these pagan practices is possibly 

reflected by two caves cut into the eastern slope of the old city, one 

associated with two standing stone pillars (possibly massehot) and what 

may have been a rectangular stone altar, and the other opening off a small 

cobbled room. Both of these caves contained large deposits of pottery, 

the second associated also with an incense-burner, terracotta female 

figurines, models of furniture, and animal figurines, among the last a 

horse with what could be a sun disk on its head.^^ It is very probable that 

these caves were depositories for objects which had been used for some 

cubic purpose and could therefore not be returned to daily use. 

It is possible that one influence in the introduction of some of these 

pagan elements was Manasseh’s wife Meshullemeth, who came from 

Jotbah in Assyrian-occupied Israel (II Ki. 21:19), therefore 

presumably been exposed to foreign influences.^3 Manasseh’s relations 

with Assyria seem to have been peaceful in the earlier part of his reign, 

which coincided with the last years of Sennacherib, who was assassinated 

in 681, and was succeeded by his son Esarhaddon. In the account of 

Manasseh’s reign in Chronicles, however, there is brief mention of an 

episode in which he is said to have been captured by an army of the ‘king 

of Assyria’ and taken in chains to Babylon, but allowed to return to 

Jerusalem as a result of the providential activity of Yahweh (II Chron. 

33:11—13). There is no reference to such an episode in Kings or in extra- 

Biblical documents, and doubts have been expressed about the authenti¬ 

city of the account. It is not intrinsically impossible, however, and there 

is indeed no reason why a recalcitrant vassal should not have been 

brought to Babylon rather than Nineveh, for Esarhaddon and Ashurba- 

nipal, the two kings mainly contemporary with Manasseh, are both 

hkely to have visited Babylon. Though the city had been sacked by 

Sennacherib, and the interruption of observance of the Akitu festival 

which began at that time continued through the reign of Esarhaddon,^'' 

the latter practised a policy of civil and military restoration towards 

Forthesuggcstionthatit was destroyed by Manasseh sees 145, 276-88. See also pp. 590,408-9 

below. B 219, 128 n. iij. 

20 Kings gives ‘son’ as well as ‘Ba'al’ and ‘cultic pillar’, where Chronicles has the plural. See the 

remarks of B 536, 114-18, which equally apply here. See p. 357 above. 

22 B 178, 135-43; and on the horse (b 178, pi. 61) see a i i, 86-7; b 219, 32-4 fig. 5. 

23 See A II, 91. 

2^ Chronicle 14 (Esarhaddon Chronicle): 51-3; Chronicle 16 (Akitu Chronicle): 1-4 (a 25, 127, 

131). 
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Babylon,25 which is likely to have given occasion for personal visits. 

Although during Ashurbanipal’s reign Babylon was ruled by his brother 

Shamash-shuma-ukin and then his nominee Kandalanu, he was very 

much the senior ruler, and, apart from his known presence there when he 

put down Shamash-shuma-ukin’s rebellion of 652—648, he may well 

have visited on other occasions. The Biblical text does not name the 

Assyrian king in whose time Manasseh was taken to Babylon, but it has 

been suggested that a likely occasion might have been the revolt of 

Shamash-shuma-ukin. It seems more hkely, however, that such an 

episode might have been connected with the western campaign of 

Esarhaddon in 671.26 According to the Babylonian Chronicle he had 

conducted an unsuccessful campaign against Egypt in 674,22 which 

might well have encouraged some of the kingdoms in the area to throw 

off their vassal status. The Vassal Treaties of Esarhaddon which were 

discovered at Nimrud, and which specify the obligations of some of his 

eastern vassals, illustrate his likely response to rebellion, typical, of 

course, of all Assyrian kings, and the Babylonian Chronicle entry for 671 

states that he was able to take Memphis and put the Egyptian king to 

flight.28 The king of Egypt had been, since 690, the Nubian Taharqa, and 

a rock inscription cut by Esarhaddon at the Nahr el-Kelb, presumably 

during his return from this conquest, refers to the seizure of Memphis 

and flight of Taharqa, and in a badly damaged passage at the end 

probably names Ashkelon, Tyre, and twenty-two kings,2’ who may be 

presumed to have been restored tributaries. The reference to Tyre is 

further elucidated by a stone inscription from Ashur which describes the 

defeat of Ba'^al king of Tyre immediately before the conquest of Taharqa 

in Egypt,50 and perhaps by two stelae erected by Esarhaddon at Sam’al 

(Zincirli) and Til-Barsib (Tell Ahmar), both showing him receiving the 

submission of two prisoners, a Nubian and a Caucasian.5’ The inscrip¬ 

tion on the former refers to the Egyptian campaign, mentioning both 

Taharqa and his son Nes-Anhuret {u-Id-na-hu-ru),^'^ but the surviving 

inscription on the latter, which is much damaged, does not mention 

Egypt, and refers only to Abdi-milkutti king of Sidon in Phoenicia,^^ so 

the identification of these two figures remains uncertain. 

The humihation of Ba*^al presumably following this defeat, is plain 

25 See pp. 41-2, 134-5, 340 above. 26 Scc a ii, 67-70. 

2^ Babylonian Chronicle i (p. 340 n. 120above), iv 16-18 (Year 7) (a 25,84). For the Esarhaddon 

Chronicle (Chronicle 14), which mentions no defeat, see a 25, 126 (Chronicle 14: 20), and 219. 

28 Babylonian Chronicle i iv 23—7 (Year 10) (a 25, 85). 

29 A 35 II, 228—9 §§5^2—5; A 44, 293; A 6oA, 139-41, 287-9, 298; a 234, lOI—2; B 329, 27—30. 

50 A 35 II, 273-6 §§709-12; A 44, 290; A 65 no. 75; A 234, 78, 86-9, nos. 52, 57. 

5* A 45 no. 447; A 144, fig. 156; B 206,11-29, pi. i; F. Thureau-Dangin and M. Dunand, TilBarsip 

II (Paris, 1936) pi. XII. 

52 A 33 II, 224-7 §§575”8i; a 44, 293 (in part); a 6oa, 136-8, 285-6, 298; a 254, 96-100. 

55 A 6oa, 142-3, 280-91, 298; A 234, lOO-I. 
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from the treaty concluded with him by Esarhaddon,^ and the general 

effectiveness of the latter’s military success is illustrated by an undated 

claim in his annals that he received substantial tribute in the form of 

building materials, including timber beams and planks and stone slabs, 

from a number of western rulers including several Cypriot kings, and the 

ruler of Byblos, as well as Ba'^al of Tyre, Pudu-ilu of Ammon, Musurri of 

Moab, Qaush-gabri of Edom, and in Philistia Ikausu of Ekron, Ahi- 

milki of Ashdod, Metinti of Ashkelon and Silli-Bel of Gaza, and also 

from Manasseh of Judah.^® Though this occasion is undated, Esarhad- 

don lived for only two years after his campaign of 671, so it is probable 

that the tribute of building materials by Manasseh and the other kings 

was paid between 671 and 669, perhaps in 670. 

Manasseh’s name is written me-na-si-i in the principal edition of 

Esarhaddon’s annals, but appears as mi-in-si-e in two other versions,^® 

and the name is also known in alphabetic spelling on a scarab seal 

inscribed ‘Property of Manasseh, son of the king’,^’ which it has been 

tempting to connect with this king. However, though of seventh 

century date, it is almost certainly to be identified on palaeographic 

grounds as Moabite rather than Hebrew,^® and the designation bn hmlk 

‘son of the king’ appears, both in the Old Testament and on the known 

seals which bear it,®® to have been applied to men who, though they were 

of royal descent, were only of middle rank in the kingdom. This 

particular seal is decorated with a star and a crescent, symbols common 

on Assyrian and Babylonian seals of the period, and also, under Assyrian 

influence, on Phoenician, Ammonite, and Moabite seals. 

It is possible that two others among Esarhaddon’s tributaries are 

mentioned in inscriptions respectively on a clay-seal impression, and on 

a scaraboid seal. The former, from Umm el-Biyara (Petra), is in a 

damaged condition but may plausibly be restored to read ‘[Belonging to] 

Qaus-g[abri], king of E[dom]’. The second, a private seal, is described 

in the inscription as the property of a certain ‘^Abd^eli^ab ben Shib'^at, 

who designates himself‘W mtt bn sdq^, perhaps ‘servant of Metinti son of 

Sidqa’.'*® If this does indeed refer to Metinti the king of Ashkelon, not to 

be confused with his namesake, the king of Ashdod in Sennacherib’s 

time, it shows that Sidqa, who had been removed by Sennacherib in 

^ A 3J II, 229-31 §§586-91; A 44, 533-4; A 234, 107-9 

35 Annals (Nineveh A) v 5 5—71 (a 234,60;and cf. a 4,93); a 44,291 (‘Prism B’); b 13 i, 70, no. 41; b 

339. 74- 36^ 234,60. 

3*^ B 40; B 521, 381 no. 209; B 133, 62, 64 no. 16; B 134, 192 hg. 2;; b 137, 131 no. 114. 

38 B 245, 29 n. 24; b 282, 280, 283 n. 19, 289, 294 nn. 37 and 32. 

39 B 40; B 200. On the bn bmlk^ see p. 392 below. 

^ BM48302; A 70,99 fig. 12; B 66a; BUI, 23 3-4 no. 73, pi. xxi. 10; b 321,368 no. 73. The seal was 

found in Ireland, probably having travelled there in the eighteenth or nineteenth century, or even 

perhaps in Roman times, not by Phoenician trade (cf. b 273). 
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favour of Sharru-lu-dari, an Assyrian puppet, was succeeded in due time 

by his own son Metinti. 

In 672, Esarhaddon had organized a ceremonial gathering of his 

vassals at Calah to ensure their loyalty to his heir Ashurbanipal, the 

surviving evidence for which is the Vassal Treaties, already referred to, 

which laid down the conditions imposed by Esarhaddon as their 

overlord.Each subject kingdom was allotted its own copy of the 

treaty, and though, of the surviving fragments, the identifiable rulers 

were from the east and south east only, it has been suggested that the 

attending delegations would also have included the city states of Syria- 

Palestine, with Manasseh of Judah among them.“*2 If it is correct, 

however, that there was a breaking away from Assyrian control by the 

western states following Esarhaddon’s unsuccessful Egyptian campaign 

in 674, and that this was only effectively quelled in 671, it is unlikely that 

Manasseh or his neighbours would have been present in Calah in 672. 

Esarhaddon is mentioned in the Old Testament only in connexion 

with the assassination of Sennacherib (II Ki. 19:3 7 = Is. 57:38), probably 

at the hands of Esarhaddon’s older brother Arda-Mulissi, written 

^adrammelek in the Old Testament for a probable ^ardammeles,‘‘^ and in a 

post-Exilic statement that he had brought fresh settlers to Samaria (Ezra 

4:2),'” implying recalcitrance perhaps on the part not of the Samaritans 

but of the people settled, whose place of origin is not given. 

A passage in Chronicles, again not reflected in Kings, states that after 

Manasseh had been allowed to return from Babylon to Jerusalem he 

‘built an outer wall for the City of David, on the west side of Gihon, in 

the wadi [naha[\, and for the entrance into the Fish Gate, and it went 

around Ophel, and he made it very high’ (II Chron. 33:14). While this 

presents some ambiguities, it can plausibly be taken to mean that he built 

an extra wall, either immediately adjacent to, or a short distance outside, 

the existing defences at the two points named, with the result that Ophel 

was fully enclosed.‘*5 The designation nahal in this passage probably 

refers not to the conduit mentioned in connexion with Hezekiah’s 

works, but to the Wadi Kidron, the location referred to being therefore, 

presumably, the west slope of the Kidron valley, above the original 

Gihon spring. The excavations at Jerusalem have revealed that for a time 

the eastern defences of the city had included a re-entrant angle at the 

north-eastern corner of Ophel, where Solomon’s northern extension had 

joined the defences higher up the slope than the eastern wall of Ophel."** 

A short portion of wall discovered at the south-eastern corner of the re¬ 

entrant angle suggests that at some time in the eighth or seventh century 

A 44, 534-41; A 307. « A 307, 4. ^ See A 704. 

^ Sec A II, 69, loi n. 23; and on the Spelling V-V/7 see B 225, 9-10. ^5 0^883,852. 

^ Sec iii2 I, 505. 
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this angle was walled and while an earlier date cannot be ruled out it 

remains a possibility that it represents the work of Manasseh. The Fish 

Gate, which is mentioned later in the account of Nehemiah’s building 

operations (Neh. 3:3; 12:39), located, in all probability, somewhere 

near the north-west corner of the northern part of the city in an area now 

inaccessible. 

This same passage goes on to say that Manasseh placed army officers in 

all the fortified cities of Judah,'** a measure of his freedom of action 

within the kingdom now that he had fully submitted to Assyrian 

domination. There is also reference to what must have been only a partial 

and short-lived religious reform, with the removal of idols from the 

Temple (II Chron. 33:12—13, 15—17). 

In Egypt there were stirrings of rebellion against Assyria, but when, 

in 669, Esarhaddon set out on a fresh punitive campaign, and fell ill and 

died on the way, he was succeeded by his son Ashurbanipal,'*^ who 

continued his father’s imperialistic policy. The military campaigns of 

Ashurbanipal cannot be precisely dated because his historical inscrip¬ 

tions, though several of them are set out in apparent annalistic form, 

disagree among themselves as to the campaigns in which particular 

events took place.5° All open with the account of an invasion of Egypt, a 

fulfilment, in fact, of Esarhaddon’s intention, and it is reasonable to place 

this event in 667 or 666.5* According to the most accessibly published, 

though not the most reliable, edition. Prism A (‘Rassam Cylinder’), 

probably compiled c. 643/2, Taharqa was at that time once again in 

effective control of Egypt, but Ashurbanipal was able to penetrate as far 

south as Thebes,52 when Taharqa presumably escaped further to the 

south. Ashurbanipal claims to have received submission and gifts from 

twenty-two kings on his line of march, and indeed to have augmented his 

army with contingents pressed into service from the forces of these 

kings. An earlier version of the text gives the names of these kings, who 

included the ruler of Byblos, as well as Ba'^al of Tyre, Amminadab of 

Ammon, Musurri of Moab, Qaus-gabri of Edom, Ikausu of Ekron, 

Ahimilki of Ashdod, Metinti of Ashkelon, Silli-Bel of Gaza, and 

Manasseh of Judah.*3 These same kings, with the exception of Ammi¬ 

nadab who had apparently succeeded Pudu-ilu as ruler of Ammon, had 

been listed half a decade before as tributaries by Esarhaddon.5“* 

Since this list of kings agrees so closely with that given by Esarhad- 

B 178, 144—7. See B 109. 251. 

^9 Babylonian Chronicle i (p. 540 n. 120 above) iv 50-5 (a 25, 86). 

^ See p. 142 above. s^e a 526, 244 (667 b.c.). 

52 Prism A (a 544 i, xvii-xxi, ii, 2-91; and cf. A 517, 65, 85) i 52-89 (a 4, 89-90; a 55 ii, ^92-3 

§§770-1; A 44, 294; A 344 II, 6-11). 

55 Prism C (a 344 i, xxvii-xxx, 11, 138-53; and cf. a 317, 65 n. i) i 24-47 (a 4» 93; a 35 ii, 340-1 

§876; A 44, 294; A 344 u, 138—41). 54 p above, and cf. A 4, 93. 
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don, it has been argued that it was taken over from that source by 

Ashurbanipal’s scribe and cannot be treated as reliable evidence for the 

identities of the kings involved.^5 This is certainly a possibility in view of 

the flexible fashion in which Ashurbanipal’s scribes are known to have 

handled their sources, but the fact that the two lists are not identical, 

different kings of Ammon and Arvad being cited,^* suggests that it 

should not be totally ruled out as genuinely applicable to the time of 

Ashurbanipal. If this is a reasonable assumption, it may be noted that the 

gifts received by Ashurbanipal on this occasion are described as 

tamartup and that another probable instance of this kind of payment is 

found on a small cuneiform tablet from Nineveh, listing tribute of gold 

and silver from Byblos, Ammon, Moab, and Edom, as well as Judah.58 

No names of rulers are given on this tablet, so it cannot be precisely 

dated. The quantities, as far as they survive, are relatively small, lo 

manas (about 5 kg) of silver from Judah, 2 manas of gold from Ammon 

and I mana of gold from Moab; so this may merely record part- 

consignments of larger totals. The new king of Ammon, Amminadab, is 

known also from two Ammonite seals inscribed ‘Belonging to Adoni- 

pelet retainer of Amminadab’ and ‘Belonging to Adoninur retainer of 

Amminadab’,59 and probably from a late seventh-century Ammonite 

inscription on a bronze bottle from Tell Siran near Amman. This 

inscription also names his son Hi?§aPel and grandson Amminadab, the 

author of the inscription, all three being designated ‘King of the 

Ammonites’.58 It has been assumed that the two Amminadabs men¬ 

tioned in this inscription were respectively the grandson and great-great- 

grandson of Ashurbanipal’s contemporary, rather than simply himself 

and his grandson.5' Though this is a reasonable possibility in view of the 

length of time, nearly seventy years, involved, there is no evidence for it, 

and the example of Joash-Amaziah-Uzziah (121 years) and Ahaz— 

Hezekiah-Manasseh (100 years) of Judah, show that successions of 

rulers can sometimes, though unusually, rule for long periods. Pending 

further evidence, two rather than three Amminadabs may be assumed. 

In most of the editions of Ashurbanipal’s historical texts which supply 

a framework of campaigns, the second is given to another expedition 

against Egypt. This account suggests that Taharqa had been succeeded 

by his nephew Tantamani (664—656), who had been able to reclaim the 

territory lost by his uncle. Ashurbanipal sent a punitive force, probably 

^5 A 234, 60; and see p. 144 above. ^ a 4, 95. 

On which, and its equivalent namurtu^ sec a 464, 154~5- 

^ Tablet K.1295 (a44,301; a 72 no. 632; a 78 no. 96; a 88 no. 632; a 457,60; a 464, i52-3;b 55,60 

fig. 40; B 131, 64-5, no. 36B). 

59 B 99, 12-15; ® M7» 59 “OS. 2, i; B 521, 570, 376, nos. 98, 164. 

^ B 97; B 188; B 205; B 291; B 508; B 509; B 357. 6* B 97, I5. 
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in 664 or 663,^2 to deal with this new trouble,and though there is no 

specific mention of the matter in the Old Testament it is probable that the 

news of the passage along the coast route of a large Assyrian force 

encouraged Manasseh to continue his loyalty. 

It is possible that the prudence of this loyalty was again shown not 

long after, because it seems that at some time in the next decade and a half 

Ashurbanipal again came to the west in a campaign or campaigns 

directed largely against the Arabs.This is described at some length in 

Prism A under the heading ‘ninth campaign’,^^ bm since an account of 

the major part of it appears already in an earlier edition of the historical 

inscriptions. Prism probably to be dated to about 650/649,^^ the 

operations must have taken place before that time. The account, which 

appears to combine events of more than one expedition, suggests that 

the initial thrust was directed mainly against Uaite^ (sometimes written 

Yauta^, both perhaps reflecting epigraphic bin®^ Hazael, here 

called ‘king of Arabia’ but elsewhere ‘king of Qedar’,™ who probably 

controlled the tribes to the east of the settled states of Transjordan, and 

moved within the area between Damascus and Adummatu (al-Jawf),^* 

which lay in the territory of Qedar.'^2 Uaite’ had already caused trouble to 

both Sennacherib and Esarhaddon, but he seems to have been bound to 

Ashurbanipal early in the latter’s reign by a Vassal Treaty.^^ This had 

now been violated, and Uaite’, with other north Arabian leaders, notably 

Ammuladi and Adia, was raiding in territory controlled by the 

Assyrians. 

The operations against Uaite’ and his allies involved savage fighting in 

the eastern marches of Ammon, Moab, and Edom,’^'* where, indeed, the 

account in Prism B mentions the involvement on the Assyrian side of 

Kamas-khaltu, the king of Moab,’^ who had evidently succeeded 

Musurri since Ashurbanipal’s earlier campaign against Egypt. In 

Kamas-khaltu’s name, as in that of his predecessor Kammusu-nadbi, the 

first element represents the principal Moabite god Kamosh, Biblical 

Chemosh.’^^ The fact that Ashurbanipal was able to fight on the borders 

Cf. A 326, 252 (666—663 B.C.). Sec below, p. 702. 

Prism A ii 28-48 (44,92:4 3; ii, 295-6§§776-8; a 44, 295:4 344 ii, 14-17). Cf. a 30,148-9(206 

n. 276), 394-5. ” See in general A 777, 39-73, whose reconstruction is largely followed here. 

Prism A vii 82 - X 5 (a 35 II, 313-20 §§817-31; a 44, 297-300; a 344 ii, 64-83; a 777, 39-48). 

“ Prism B (a 337, 19-93) vii 93 - viii 63 (a 35 ii, 337-9 §§869-70; a 337, 80-7; a 344 ii, 130-7 

(vii 87 - viii 57); convenient conspectus in a 777, 33-4; and see a 326, 230, ‘Arabs i’). 

A 317, 78 n. 25; A 337, 19—20. ** A 777, 30 n. 6. 

Written run, read maru in Assyrian, but presumably representing Epigraphic North Arabian 

hn, perhaps to be vocalized bin. ™ A -jn, 66-7. 

4-5; B ^35. 477. 480-1; B 338, 71-2. ” 8338,71,95. 

A 777, 41 n. 8, 51-2, 53 no. 2h. 

Prism A vii 107-24 (a 35 ii, 314 §818; a 344 11, 64—7). 

’5 Prism B viii 43 (a 33 ii, 358 §870; a 337, 84-5; a 344 ii, 134-5 (viii 37); a 777, 53 no. 4c). 

See B 151, 292; B 285, 472. 
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of Ammon and Edom suggests that they, like Moab, remained docile 

vassals. The Assyrian campaign was a success; Ammuladi and Adia were 

taken captive to Nineveh, and Uaite^, having fled to the Nabayatu, 

possibly the area of Ha’il in northern Najd,'^'^ was replaced by a more 

promising nominee, Abiyate^ bin Te’ri. All these events, which are 

included in the account in Prism B, must have taken place before the 

Babylonian rebellion of Shamash-shuma-ukin, which occupied Ashur- 

banipal during the years 65 2 to 648,’® and are unlikely to have escaped 

the attention of Manasseh, perhaps acting as an encouragement to him to 

remain subservient to Assyria. The wisdom of the choice of Abiyate^ as 

the replacement of Uaite’ as king of the Arabs was not vindicated by 

events, for he apparently joined Shamash-shuma-ukin in his rebellion,'^’ 

bringing further Assyrian military action upon himself. Though the 

Arabians had been involved with Babylonia, it seems that the Assyrian 

punitive expedition came by way of the north west, passing through 

Palmyra,®® and successfully capturing Abiyate’ and Uaite^, who must 

have returned from his distant refuge, both of them being brought back 

to Nineveh. According to Prism A, Ashurbanipal had occasion, on his 

return route, to put down rebellious movements at Akku (Acre) and 

Ushu (the mainland settlement of Tyre),®^ episodes which must again 

have demonstrated to Judah that Assyria was not to be trifled with. 

When Manasseh died in 643/642,®^ he is said to have been buried in the 

garden of his Palace (II Ki. 21:18; II Chron. 33:20).®® No explanation is 

given of this change of practice, but in view of the cryptic statement that 

his predecessor Hezekiah had been buried in the upper section of the 

royal cemetery it might be that the traditional royal cemetery was now 

becoming crowded, and a sepulchre in the palace grounds was con¬ 

sidered the next best thing.®^ He was succeeded by his son Amon, of 

whom little is said in the Old Testament except that he continued the 

false religious practices of his father (II Ki. 21:20-2; II Chron. 33:22-3), a 

situation for which the influence of his mother Meshullemeth may have 

been partly responsible.®® His reign was of only short duration, and he is 

said to have been killed by a group of his own retainers (II Ki. 21:23; II 

Chron. 3 3:24).®® It may be that most of these retainers were in fact those 

who had served Manasseh, and who had perhaps transferred their 

” B 338, 99-100. ’8 See A 326, 229-30, 233, 235, 239-40; and see pp. 5 3-60 above. 

’’ Prism A viii 30-4 (a 35 ii, 315 §821; a 44, 298; a 326, 231; a 344 ii, 68-9; a 777, 42). 

8® Cf. A 777, 63-6; B 23;, 487. 

8' Prism A ix 11 j-28 (a 33 ii, 319 §830; a44, 300; a 344ii, 80-3; a 777,48; on Ushu, cf. A 845,14— 
15, 293—4. 82 B ,6, 

88 Chronicles should probably read ‘and they buried him in [the garden of) his palace’ to agree 

with the Hebrew of Kings, and the Septuagint text of both Kings and Chronicles (see B 106, )oo), 

and cf. B 292, 303. 84 See b 140, 710—ii. 8S See p. 374 above. 

88 On 'W, ‘servant’ or ‘official’, see p. 337 n. 98 above. 
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allegiance only unwillingly to Amon, planning to replace him by one of 

their own number. If this is so, the fact that they had served Manasseh 

without protest would suggest that it was the person of Amon and not 

his religious policy to which they objected. This must remain a matter of 

speculation; for, according to both Kings and Chronicles, the conspira¬ 

tors were almost immediately exterminated in what may fairly be seen as 

a popular uprising of the people, who installed Amon’s son Josiah in his 

place (II Ki. 21:24; II Chron. 35:25). The active agents in this revolt are 

designated "^am-ha^ares, ‘the people of the land’, a term which has been 

taken by some to be a technical term designating a select body of 

influential citizens who played a special role in the state, albeit one that 

changed with the passage of time.*'^ It seems more probable, however, 

that this term had no special meaning of this kind, and that in this context 

it simply referred to the population in general, who took the law into 

their own hands in order to right a grievous wrong. The common 

population had been involved in a comparable way on the occasion of 

the assassination of Athaliah and installation of Joash, when, indeed, the 

designation '^am-hS’ares is also applied to them.®® 

It has been suggested that the assassination of Amon was perpetrated 

by an anti-Assyrian group in Judah associated with the leaders of the 

rebellions in Tyre, Akku, and Arabia described in Ashurbanipal’s Prism 

A.®’ They chose a time when Ashurbanipal was heavily involved with 

troubles in Elam in 642-640,^® and it was the approach of Ashurbanipal 

that prompted the counter-coup. In the light of the probabihty that the 

Assyrian campaign in question is to be dated some years earlier, 

however, this hypothesis will not stand. 

A possible repercussion on the Assyrian province of Samaria is 

indicated by the much later statement relating to the Achaemenian 

period in the Book of Ezra, that Ashurbanipal (^snpr from ^s<rh>npr 

from ^srbnpl) had settled deportees in ‘the cities of Samaria’ as well as in 

the rest of eber nari, the province to the west of the Euphrates (Ezra 4:9- 

10). The localities from which these deportees are said to have come (in 

this Aramaic passage) are a matter of debate. The text gives eight nouns 

with the plural gentilic ending -ajf, some of which have been variously 

interpreted as ethnic names or as official titles.Even when the list is 

reduced by the elimination of all possible putative titles, however, there 

remain Babylonians (including possible Urukites), Elamites (‘Susians, 

that is Elamites’),’® and possibly, though uncertainly, Persians (^apar- 

8’ B 109, 70-2, 524; B 267; B 345. B 252. 8’ B 2O7; A 62, 60-I (=B 128, I86). 

^ See however a 526, 251, 235, campaigns ‘Elam 7’ and ‘8’ dated in about 645 and 643 b.c. 

91 See pp. 379-80 above, and cf. a i i, 70 and n, 31. 

92 B 60, 165-6, 169-72; B 130A; B 237, 33. 

93 Reading debu^ ‘that is’, in place of dehaw? ^ ‘Dehavitcs’. 
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say?). If it be assumed that these deportees were all moved on one 

occasion, the most likely time would appear to have been following the 

suppression in 648 of the revolt of Shamash-shuma-ukin in Babylonia, 

which had Elamite support. Whether Persians might have formed part 

of such a deportation is uncertain. Their presence is attested in the 

Assyrian inscriptions from the mid-ninth century b.c. onwards, under 

the names Parsua, Parsuash and Parsumash, at first near Lake Urmia, but 

probably already by the late ninth century in the area to the north east of 

Elam,®'* and a letter from the time of Ashurbanipal suggests the 

possibility of Persian aid for the Babylonians or Elamites.’^ 

When Amon’s murderers had been dealt with, his body, like that of his 

father, was buried in the garden of the royal palace (II Ki. 21:26),^^ a 

location which perhaps gave rise to a critical allusion to its proximity to 

the Temple in the account by Ezekiel of his vision of the future ideal 

temple (Ezek. 43:7-9). 

III. THE REIGN OF JOSIAH 

Josiah ben Amon was made king of Judah in 641 /640 when he was only 

eight years old. He reigned for thirty-one years (II Ki. 22:1; II Chron. 

34:1),’’ and both Kings and Chronicles say of him that ‘he did that which 

was right before Yahweh’ (II Ki. 22:2; II Chron. 34:2), the standard 

phrase applied to those kings who by and large remained faithful to true 

Yahwism.’* Little is said of his early years, except that when he was 

sixteen years old he began to ‘seek the god of David his father’ (II Chron. 

34:3), an indication, presumably, that he grew up within the influence of 

faithful Yahwists; and indeed it may be that among his relatives there 

were those who preserved this faith, for his younger contemporary, 

Zephaniah, who began a challenging prophetic ministry only a few years 

later, was probably a kinsman, being described as a great-great-grandson 

of Hezekiah (Zeph. i: i),’^ of whom Josiah was the great-grandson. This 

seeking for God may be seen as the precursor of major religious reforms 

in Judah, the details of which occupy most of the space devoted to the 

rest of his reign in both Kings and Chronicles. The two accounts do not 

run precisely parallel to each other. Kings not mentioning Josiah’s 

teenage religious aspirations, nor, apparently, certain religious reforms 

which, according to Chronicles, were instituted in his twelfth year, 629/ 

628, when he would have been twenty years old (II Chron. 34:36—7). The 

first event which is specifically mentioned by both sources is placed in 

Josiah’s eighteenth year, 623/622 when he was twenty-six, at which time 

« A 8, 179-80; A 702, 274-j. « A 8, 192; A 72 no. 1309; A 88 ii, no. 1309. 

^ Cf. B 292, 204. ^ B 306, 161. 98 Sec p_ above. 

^ See B 269A, 182-3. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



584 30- JUDAH UNTIL THE FALL OF JERUSALEM 

an important document referred to as ‘The Book of the Law’ is said to 

have been discovered in the Temple (II Ki. 22:8; II Chron. 34:14). The 

finding of this book is said to have led to a number of reforms, but, 

according to the passage in Chronicles (II Chron. 34:3—7), these were not 

the first to be instituted during his reign. According to that passage, in 

his twelfth year Josiah had begun a purge of the cubic platforms and 

cubic pillars, as well as of the altars of Baal, incense altars,and 

moulded (probably bronze) idolsi”* in Jerusalem and Judah. A passage 

in Kings, which follows the account in that book of the discovery of the 

Book of the Law, appears in some respects to parallel this description of 

events six years earlier. It mentions Josiah’s elimination of cubic 

platforms and their pagan priests specifying three particu¬ 

lar installations dedicated to the gods Ashtoreth of Sidon, Chemosh of 

Moab, and Milkom of Ammon, which had been established to the east of 

Jerusalem by Solomon (II Ki. 23:5,8,15), of cubic pillars, specifying one 

in the Temple (II Ki. 23:14 and 6), and of at least two altars in the 

Temple (II Ki. 23:12). In view of this parallehsm it has been suggested 

that the passage II Ki. 23:5—20 has been displaced in the text to follow the 

account of the consequences of the discovery of the Book of the Law (II 

Ki. 23:4), but should rather follow the initial characterization of Josiah’s 

reign in II Ki. 22:2.^03 Such displacement of passages of text is known 

from contemporary Assyrian sources,^*’'’ and though this can only 

remain a hypothesis in relation to this passage, it will be convenient to 

assume it here. The passage describes the ebmination of heterodox 

installations and equipment not mentioned in Chronicles. In addition to 

standing cub stones (II Ki. 23:14), Josiah removed sun-horses from the 

Temple entrance, and a sun-chariot, probably from the Temple precincts 

(II Ki. 23:11).’05 He demolished in that same area buildings which 

housed sacred prostitutes (II Ki. 23:7), and defiled the cubic fire-pits 

which had been set up by Ahaz in the Valley of Hinnom, where mlk- 

sacrifices were made (II Ki. 23:10; and cf. Jer. 7:5i).’06 

One material manifestation of religious change possibly to be assigned 

to this phase of Josiah’s reforms is the effective elimination of the 

sanctuary at Arad in southern Judah, where in level VI a defensive 

casemate wall passed directly through the site previously occupied by the 

sanctuary.’®^ In a more general way Josiah’s reforms may well be 

reflected in the fact that in the personal names found on the ostraca at 

Arad there was a steady increase in the proportion of those compounded 

with the divine element ‘Yahweh’, until in levels VII (the latter part of 

which coincided with about the first thirty years of Josiah’s reign) and VI 

See B 109, 286-7. Literally‘poured out*, or‘molten* idols. *02 8219,56-7. 

*0^8276,5-15. *0^ A 517, 82-5, 85 table j. '05 See B 219, 52-6; B 220, 167-9. 
'06 See pp. 557-8 above. '07 3 49 i, 84, 86; b 540, 597. 
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they came to constitute over 50 per cent.*®^ The ostraca discovered in 

level VII at Arad, the level probably ended by Josiah, included 

administrative texts in the form of lists of personal names and records of 

the issue of wheat to named individuals.Two of these were found in a 

small room together with three inscribed seals, two inscribed shekel 

weights, a hieratic ostracon,' 1° a decorated tridacna-shell bowl, and some 

fine pottery.”' The three seals each bear the inscription ‘[Belonging] to 

Eliashib ben Eshiah’,”^ and suggest that this Eliashib held an important, 

possibly the principal, administrative position in the town, the three 

duplicate seals no doubt enabling him to delegate some of his official 

functions. A small archive of letters found in the next level at Arad, and 

probably to be dated at least thirty years later, are directed to an official 

named Eliashib ben Eshiah,”^ in whom it is difficult to see other than the 

same man. While it is theoretically possible that the later man was the 

grandson of the earlier, this is unlikely since the practice of papponymy, 

which it would be necessary to assume is otherwise unattested among the 

Hebrews until the fifth century b.c.”"* 

The wall cutting across the sanctuary at Arad formed part of a fortress 

with projecting towers, a construction illustrating another side of 

Josiah’s activity. Accepting still the passage II Ki. 23:5-20 as describing 

events contemporary with those narrated in II Chron. 34:3-7, it is found 

that both accounts speak of religious reforms carried out by Josiah in 

what had been the northern kingdom. Chronicles speaks of the destruc¬ 

tion of cultic pillars, altars, incense altars, and idols in the northern cities 

(II Chron. 34:6-7), and Kings of the suppression of cultic platforms and 

the killing of their priests in the ‘cities of Samaria’, and in particular of 

the destruction of the cultic platform, altar, and cultic pillar which had 

been established by Jeroboam I at Bethel over three centuries before (II 

Ki. 23:19 and 15). While similar religious reforms seem to have been 

carried out by residents of the Assyrian-occupied northern kingdom in 

Hezekiah’s time, those of Josiah are described as though he was in 

personal control of the territory. The final decades of the Assyrian 

empire saw the weakening of its hold on subject and vassal states. There 

are gaps in the documentary record, and the dates of Ashurbanipal’s four 

successors are uncertain.The latest surviving economic document of 

Ashurbanipal’s reign is dated to 631 but according to the inscription 

of Adad-guppi, the mother of Nabonidus, found at Harran, Ashurbani- 

pal reigned for forty-two years, and therefore died in 627/626.”^ 

'<* B 17, 141; B 199, 227. 109 Arad Ostraca 31-9 (see b 17, 56-9; b 199, 199—207). 

"O See p. 393 below. m b 10, 2-18; b 340, 399-400. 

"2 B 157, 85-5 nos. 5-7; B 161 nos. 11-13. See p. 399 below. 

•'< Cf. B 255, 56-60. 115 A 353; A 390; and see pp. 162-84 above. 

“0 A 355, 62; A 390, 135; A 932, 92 and n. 2; b 301, 229 n. 20. 

Harran Inscription I.B, i 30 (a 44, 561; a 362, 46-7, and 69-72). 
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His successor Ashur-etel-ilani had a struggle to secure the throne and 

was soon confronted with the breaking away of Babylonia under 

Nabopolassar, the founder of the Chaldaean dynasty. If we assume that 

the dates are correct, this breakdown of Assyrian authority began in the 

year following the commencement of Josiah’s reforms. These reforms 

are probably to be seen as continuing over a period, and it may well be 

that the loosening of Assyrian power in the north came at about the time 

when Josiah was seeing success before him in Judah, and that, desiring 

to bring religious reform to the land which had once formed part of the 

kingdom of David and Solomon, he took advantage of the situation to 

annex the provinces of Samaria, Megiddo, and Gilead (Manasseh, 

Ephraim, and Simeon as far as Naphtali; II Chron. 34:6).”® Archaeologi¬ 

cal evidence for such an annexation is only limited. At Megiddo the 

walled city of level III, which had been the Assyrian provincial capital, 

was succeeded in level II by an unwalled settlement with a substantial 

newly built fortress, possibly the work of Josiah,”9 and at Shechem it is 

possible that one or other of two minor destructions in level VI is to be 

associated with him.'^o 

Evidence for Judaean control and administration in the south west of 

the former Assyrian province of Samaria is afforded by an ostracon from 

Me§ad Hashavyahu (Pis. Vol., pi. 171), on the coast about a mile to the 

south of Yabneh-Yam. This bears the text of an appeal by a farm 

labourer to a local official against the confiscation of his garment as 

punishment for an offence of which he declares himself innocent.'21 The 

official is addressed as ‘my lord the /r’, the sar being a man of some 

importance. *22 The word is often used in the Old Testament of military 

officers, so it is possible that the official was military governor of the 

district. The letter is written in an accomplished, if somewhat careless, 

cursive hand, unlikely to have been that of the labourer, and judging 

from the spelling by a Judaean, perhaps a scribe or benevolent man of 

education from Josiah’s administration. The name of the man against 

whom the appeal is made, Hoshaiah ben Shobai“,^23 exhibits the charac¬ 

teristic Judaean spelling of the divine element -yhw (-iah).'24 The fact that 

a man in so humble and penurious a condition as the petitioner should 

On the inclusion here of Simeon, normally given as south of Judah, see b 356,104 and n. 2; and 

on such annexation (with different daces) see b 105. 

B 49 III, 8j6; cf. B 208, 267-74, assigning level II to Psammetichus I. 

B 344, i6j—6. 

A 15 no. 200; A 44, 568; B 131,70—I, no. 42; B 133, no. 10; b 199, 239-68; b 241,129-39. 

*22 B 109, 69—70. Whereas Biblical Hebrew distinguishes /and / by the position of a dot over a 

single character, this character shows no such distinguishing feature in the archaic script and is 

consequently always transliterated here as /. 

Reading(a 15, 2oo;b 199, 264) in place of(b 133, 28 (butcf. p. 30); b 241,133), 

the form on which the modern Hebrew name of the site is based, ‘Fortress of Hashabyahu’. 

•2^ Sec CAH 4-J0. 
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have been able to have such a letter written on his behalf suggests a high 

level of literacy at this time.’^s 

This ostracon was discovered in a small fortress dated by the local 

pottery to the late seventh century, but among this pottery was a 

considerable quantity of East Greek ware, including household types, 

suggesting the presence there of Greeksd^^ It was a long-standing 

practice in Judah to employ Aegean mercenary troops, David and 

Solomon having had a bodyguard of Philistines and Cretans, and in the 

time of Joash there is mention of a similar guard of Carians,’^’ so it is 

possible that the garrison at Mesad Hashavyahu was reinforced by a 

contingent of Greek mercenaries in the employment of Josiah. The 

Egyptian pharaohs were using such troops at this time,'28 and there is 

evidence in inscriptions found at Arad that Mediterranean troops were 

being used at the end of the seventh century to help in guarding the 

south-eastern approaches of the Judaean kingdom. 

During the period of religious reform instituted in Josiah’s twelfth 

year, he received prophetic support in his endeavours. His probable 

kinsman Zephaniah condemned idolatry and warned of coming judge¬ 

ment ‘in the days of Josiah’ (Zeph. i:i);'30 Jeremiah, a man of priestly 

family ‘to whom the word of Yahweh came in the days of Josiah ben- 

Amon, King of Judah, in the thirteenth year of his reign’ (Jer. 1:2), that 

is in the second or third year of his reform,’^’ continued active until the 

end of the kingdom;* **^^ and Huldah, a prophetess, the wife of the ‘keeper 

of the wardrobe’ and therefore permanently resident in Jerusalem, was 

evidently active at this time (II Ki. 22:14; H Chron. 34:22). Jeremiah’s 

message was one of condemnation of false prophets and corrupt priests 

and of idolatry and immorality throughout the nation, and of conse¬ 

quent judgement. He spoke also, however, of the future ideal king (Jer. 

23:5-6; 33:i5-i6)*33 and a time of restoration. 

It is in this context of continuing and active reform that the discovery 

of the Book of the Law may reasonably be set. According to both Kings 

and Chronicles, in his eighteenth year (623/622), Josiah turned his 

attention to the repair of the Temple which had fallen into a dilapidated 

state, and it was in the early stages of this programme that Hilkiah the 

high priest found the book (II Ki. 22:3—8; II Chron. 34:8—15). This is 

*25 See in general b 224. 

‘26 B 49 III, 862—5; ® 241; B 242; B 245; B 244; J. Boaidman, The Greeks Overseas (and edn, 

Harmondsworth, 1975) 51. 12? B 540,414, 424 nn. 146-8; C^H 1112.1, 491. 

*28 J. Boardman, The Greeks Overseas^ 114—17. See below, p. 713. *29 See p. 599 below. 

** On the Book of Zephaniah sec b 120, 425—5; b 126, 456-8; b 147, 959-45. 

*3* Assuming Jeremiah's dating to be based on the spring (Nisan) New Year, as against the 

Judaean autumn (Tishri) New Year (see b 506, 161, and 162 table; see CAM ni2.i, 446). 

*^2 On the Book of Jeremiah sec b 77A; b 120, 546-65; b 126, 588-402; b 147, 801-21. 

*^^ See B 77A, 145-4; b 274, 55-6. 
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described as seper hattora, ‘The Book of the Law’ (II Ki. 22:8; II Chron. 

34:14),*^'* and since the time of Jerome and Chrysostom in the fourth 

century a.d. it has commonly been identified with some form of the 

Biblical book of Deuteronomy,*^5 which indeed refers to itself as a copy 

of the tord {misneh hattdrd\ Deut. 17:18). Opinions have differed concern¬ 

ing what proportion of the existing Deuteronomy constituted the Book 

of the Law in Josiah’s time: whether only parts,or substantially the 

whole.This question is associated also with that of the origin and 

authorship of Deuteronomy, concerning which views range from the 

time of Moses in the thirteenth century b.c. to the post-Exilic period in 

the fifth or fourth century b.c.*^® Suffice it to say that the description of 

its discovery and use suggests that at that time it had the appearance of 

age, being immediately accepted as authoritative, and that those who 

discovered it, who made it known to the king, and who participated in 

the actions to which it led, were presumably honest men. It is unlikely, 

therefore, to have been a recent compilation expressly placed in order to 

be found, pseudo-accidentally, soon after its deposit. It was evidently of 

such a length that it could be read through twice, and possibly three 

times, in one day, and therefore could well have constituted the major 

part of the Biblical Book of Deuteronomy, which can be read through in 

under an hour and a half.’^^ 

The book was taken to Josiah by the scribe Shaphan. When the 

contents were read out, the king was deeply concerned, and sent a 

delegation to consult the prophetess Huldah, who pronounced, in the 

name of Yahweh, a condemnation of apostasy and heterodoxy and a 

prophecy of coming judgement on Jerusalem and Judah, which, 

however, in consideration of Josiah’s faithfulness, would be deferred 

until after his death (II Ki. 22:9—20; II Chron. 34:16-28). When this was 

reported to the king, he is said to have summoned all citizens, both 

religious and secular, to the Temple where he read out the text of the 

newly discovered book (II Ki. 22:20-3:2; II Chron. 34:29-30). In this 

passage the book is referred to as seper habberit, ‘The Book of the 

Covenant [or Treaty]’, and indeed the surviving Book of Deuteronomy 

contains the same elements and takes the same general form as a number 

of Near Eastern treaties of the latter part of the second millennium b.c.''*® 

Secular treaties dealt with the relations between nations, while Deutero¬ 

nomy was concerned with those between Yahweh and the Hebrews, and 

the reading of the text presumably showed to Josiah that not only was 

On tora see CAM 475. 

’35 B 78, 318; B 116, xliv-xlv; B 126, 167-9; B I 27, 293-4; B IjS, 267; B 253, I-I7. 

’36 B 120, 212—19; ® *69-70. *37 B 46-9. *38 b 253, I n. 4, 37 n. I. 

*39 The English translation can be read in about eighty-five minutes, and the Hebrew version is 

considerably shorter. B92A, 22-3; b 180, 90-102; b 213; b 216; b 264, 3-4. 
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Judah violating the terms of the ancient agreement (or covenant) with 

Yahweh but that, through ignorance of these terms, the nation had 

allowed it to lapse. The next logical step was therefore the renewal of the 

covenant, and Josiah is said to have done this, standing in the same 

position as his ancestor Joash when he renewed the agreement with 

Yahweh two centuries before (II Ki. 2 3:5 and 11:14; II Chron. 34:31 and 

23:13),''*’ all the people present joining in the same commitment. 

According to the sequence of narration in Kings (assuming, however, 

the displacement of II Ki. 23:5—2o'‘’2) Josiah’s renewal of the covenant 

was followed by a purge of all the pagan cubic equipment’'*^ from the 

Temple (II Ki. 23:4). Chronicles at this point states that he put an end to 

all cultic violations and moral lapses’^ throughout Israelite territory, 

this designation no doubt including the former northern kingdom (II 

Chron. 34:33).“'^ 
Both Kings and Chronicles describe what seems to have been the 

culmination of Josiah’s reforming activities in the celebration of the 

Passover ceremony on a major scale (II Ki. 23:21-3; II Chron. 35:1— 

19).'^ Josiah is quoted as saying that it should be observed in the manner 

prescribed in ‘this Book of the Covenant’ (II Ki. 23:21). Such a 

prescription does indeed occur in the Book of Deuteronomy (16:1-8), 

according to which an animal was to be sacrificed and eaten communally 

{peso!}), and unleavened bread was to be eaten for six days and an 

assembly held on the seventh day, the festival of unleavened bread. 

According to the Pentateuch the need to depart immediately after the 

peso!} meant that the festival was not observed on the first occasion in 

Egypt (Num. 33:3), but the normal association of the two elements is 

otherwise assumed. 

According to both Kings and Chronicles, Josiah’s Passover was 

celebrated in a manner different from all celebrations since before the 

beginning of the monarchy (II Ki. 23:22; II Chron. 35:18), but no 

indication is given of the nature of the innovation. The Passover was a 

festival of outstanding importance to the compilers of both Kings and 

Chronicles, and probably also to many of the scribes who recorded the 

events of the two kingdoms over the centuries, so it may be significant 

that these sources refer to the observance of the Passover under only 

three kings during the whole period of the monarchy; Solomon, by 

implication (I Ki. 9:25; II Chron. 8:12—13),’‘*8 Hezekiah, and Josiah. In 

view of Solomon’s acceptance in Jerusalem of pagan deities (I Ki. 11:1- 

8), it may be that his observance of Yahwistic festivals such as the 

See CAH 491—2; and on covenant making CAH 4J3 n. 72. 

'« See p. 584 above. •« See b 186, 456. kili. '« See b 8i, 1072-3, tfeba. 
Cf. B 336, 100. 126-7. See B 287, 5-6, 12-16. B 287, 55-65. 
B 287, 4-5. 
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Passover was only perfunctory and improper; and it is said of Hezekiah’s 

celebration that there were certain irregularities (II Chron. 30:17-20), so 

possibly it is in some such sense as this, that is to say in being completely 

acceptable in religious terms, that Josiah’s Passover differed from those 

which had preceded it. 

It appears from the reforming activities of his reign that one of 

Josiah’s aims was the concentration of all official worship of Yahweh in 

the Temple at Jerusalem. This ideal is also set out in the Book of 

Deuteronomy, but it is unnecessary to assume from this that Deutero¬ 

nomy was written in his own time in order to promote this aim, and that 

there had been no move in this direction until it was ‘discovered’. 

According to the Biblical text, Hezekiah seems to have attempted such a 

reform over half a century before, and Josiah’s own reforms had already 

achieved much in this direction before the discovery of the book.''*^ 

The account in Chronicles of this Passover celebration contains a 

somewhat obscure instruction from Josiah to the Levites, which makes 

one of the rare references in the later historical books to the ark. A fairly 

literal rendering of the significant section runs, ‘put the holy ark in the 

house which Solomon .. . built; not for you a burden on the shoulder; 

now serve Yahweh your God’ (II Chron. 35:3; I Esdras 1:3-4). The 

passage is sometimes condemned as historically unreliable,but this 

judgement stems from a similar view of the whole book, whereas it is 

equally plausible to treat it as essentially accurate. 

The Biblical accounts say no more of Josiah’s reign until his last year 

(609), when both Kings and Chronicles describe his involvement with 

the Egyptian king Necho and the king of Assyria at Megiddo (II Ki. 

23:29; II Chron. 3 5:20—3). As has been mentioned, there had been a rapid 

and marked decline in the cohesion and power of Assyria since the latter 

part of the reign of Ashurbanipal, and particularly under his ephemeral 

successors.’52 One reflection of this is the dearth of Assyrian written 

sources, the Babylonian Chronicle now becoming of special importance, 

the more so as it records the rising power of Babylon.’53 Nineveh fell to 

the Babylonians under Nabopolassar, together with his allies, in 612, and 

Ashur-uballit II, the last Assyrian king, retreated with a remnant of his 

army to Harran where he sought to hold out until he could receive 

assistance from the Egyptians, who saw Babylonia as a threat. It is clear 

from the Babylonian Chronicle that the Assyrians and Egyptians were 

allies at this time,’5‘’ and the Biblical statement that ‘Necho came up to 

See B 531; and see p. 350 above. E.g. b 14J, 282—5. 

^5* E.g. B 236 II, xxxi—ii. See also pp. 408-9 below. 

*52 See pp. 66, 164 above. *53 See pp. 160-84 above. 

*54 Tablet bm 21901, Fall of Nineveh Chronicle (Chronicle 3; a 25, 18—19,9^^)» 61—2 (a 25,95; a 

932, 62—3). Cf. also Jos. Ant. ]ud. x.74. 
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the King of Assyria, to the River Euphrates’ (II Ki. 25:29) is to be 

understood in this lightd^^ No explanation of Josiah’s motive is given, 

but such a military enterprise would be understandable if he viewed 

Necho’s expedition to meet and support the Assyrians as an undesirable 

attempt to prop up the hated Assyrians, now in eagerly awaited decline. 

Necho’s predecessor, Psammetichus I, is said by Herodotus (ii. 15 7) to 

have taken Ashdod in Philistia,*^* and a fragmentary Egyptian inscrip¬ 

tion from Sidon suggests that Necho controlled the Phoenician coast. 
Thus Josiah must have been alert to the Egyptian presence, and since 

Necho, in making for the Euphrates to join the Assyrians, may have 

passed across his regained northern territories, as is indeed specifically 

claimed by Josephus,'^8 it is entirely natural that Josiah should have 

attempted to intercept him at the strategic pass of Megiddo. According 

to Chronicles, Necho had sent a message to Josiah denying any hostile 

intentions against Judah, but this was disregarded by Josiah who came 

determined to fight. At the encounter he was mortally wounded by a 

bowshot, and had himself transferred from his war chariot to ‘the second 

chariot’, perhaps a larger supply vehicle, in which he was carried back to 

Jerusalem, a distance of something like 100 km. The text concludes ‘and 

he died’ (II Chron. 35:21-4), presumably in Jerusalem, though possibly 

on the road. Kings states more briefly that Necho (presumably in the 

sense of ‘the Egyptians’) ‘killed him at Megiddo’ and that Josiah’s 

retainers drove him dying'5® from Megiddo to Jerusalem, .where he was 

buried in his tomb (II Ki. 25:29—30), which, according to Chronicles, 

was in the cemetery of his fathers (II Chron. 5 5:24).'80 This appears to 

have been a reversal of the innovation introduced at the death of 

Manasseh, and followed after Amon’s death, of burying the king in the 

palace grounds. If this practice had indeed been adopted because of 

crowding in the royal cemetery,**' it may be that the religious authorities 

made a particular point of fitting Josiah into the traditional cemetery, out 

of deference to his memory as a reformer, and the feeling that he should 

not be put with the obnoxious Manasseh and Amon. His loss was 

evidently regretted by faithful Yahwists, because Jeremiah is said to 

have lamented over his death, his lamentation being taken up by the 

professional singers and preserved in writing with other such lamen¬ 

tations (II Chron. 35:25). Josephus claimed, some centuries later, that 

Jeremiah’s lament was still extant in his own time.'*2 There is no reason 

to connect it with the Biblical Book of Lamentations. 

Taking the ‘a/... ’’alin this verse as ‘to... to...’ (with RSV and NEB) rather than as ‘against 

. to . ..’ (with AV and RV). See b 286 ii, 108-9. F 133 vii, 384; F 44, 358. 

Ant. Jud. X.75. Rather than ‘dead’ (cf. B 140, 748). Cf. b 292, 204. 

Seep. 381 above. Anl. Jud. x.jS. 
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IV. THE LAST KINGS OF JUDAH 

After what must have been an emotional ceremony at the burial of 
Josiah, it seems reasonable to take the statement of both Kings and 
Chronicles that ‘the people of the land’ made his son Jehoahaz king in his 
place, as an indication of his elevation to this position by popular acclaim 
(II Ki. 23:30).'^3 Kings records the names and ages of three sons of 
Josiah - Eliakim (Jehoiakim,*^ twenty-five years old) by his wife 
Zebidah (II Ki. 23:36); Jehoahaz (Shallum (Jer. 22:ii),*^^ twenty-three 
years old); and Mattaniah (Zedekiah, nine years old) by Hamutal (II Ki. 
23:31; 24:18) — and it may be surmised from the manner of Jehoahaz’s 
enthronement, and the fact that he was not the eldest son, that Hamutal 
was, if not the senior wife, at least the one most in sympathy with 
Josiah’s reforms. According to Chronicles there had been a fourth son, 
Johanan, Josiah’s first-born (I Chron. 3:15), but nothing more is known 
of him, and he may not have survived to manhood. 

The name Jehoahaz is known from a red jasper scaraboid seal 

inscribed lyhw^!}^ hn hmlk, ‘Belonging to Jehoahaz, son of the king’, 

above a fighting cock,'^'^ but this is unlikely to have been the seal of the 

king himself since the quality of the intaglio cutting is inferior. The 

designation bn hmlk is usually applied to men of middle rank,*^^ and 

indeed the device of a fighting cock is known on the seal of an official, 

Jaazaniah, who occupied a position of this kind only a few years later;'®* 

moreover, if it is correct that Jehoahaz bore the name Shallum until his 

accession to the throne, this could not have been his seal. A fragmentary 

ostracon from Arad reading ‘I myself have become king in a[ll] . . . 

strengthen the arm! and . . . the king of Egypt t[o] . . .’ may represent a 

message sent by Jehoahaz, on his accession, to the various outposts of 

the kingdom.'®" Whether or not Jehoahaz instituted any action against 

the Egyptians, or whether Josiah’s opposition to Necho had drawn the 

latter’s critical attention to Judah is not clear, but it appears that Necho 

was not satisfied with the people’s choice of king, and he is said to have 

deported Jehoahaz after only three months’ rule, first of all to Riblah and 

then to Egypt, setting on the throne in his place, Eliakim, Jehoahaz’s 

half brother (II Ki. 23:33-4; II Chron. 36:2-4). Eliakim’s name was 

changed to Jehoiakim, involving a substitution of the divine name 

Yahweh for the more general element V, ‘God’. The change of name 

See B 252, 62; and see p. 582 above. 

*64 Jehoiakim, ytbbyaqim^ to be distinguished from Jehoiachin, yeboyakin. 

*65 See B 77A, 141, and cf. b 106, 100. 

*66 B 121, no. 20; B 157, 124-5 97» ® ® 5^*> 3^5 ^5^- 
*67 See p. 376 above. *6® See p. 411 below. 

*69 Arad Ostracon 88 (b 17,103-4; b 199, 220-1). Cf. b 89; b 351. 
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was presumably aimed at establishing his legitimacy in the eyes of the 

people, in spite of his subservient position as a vassal of Necho.'^° 

The dominance of Egypt in the latter part of the seventh century is 

illustrated by the discovery at Arad of an ostracon inscribed in the 

hieratic script,'^’ and another in Hebrew script, but with what are 

probably hieratic numerals and the symbol for the Egyptian grain- 

measure Though there are no precise data bearing on the extent of 

the territory controlled by Judah at this time, the dominance of Egypt 

suggests that the larger area embraced by Josiah had been once more 

reduced to what it had been before his timed'^^ 

It is probable that Jehoahaz had become king in the summer of 609, 

and Jehoiakim succeeded him in the autumn of the same year,’^"* 

beginning a reign of eleven years which ended with the fall of Jerusalem 

to Nebuchadrezzar. Nothing is recorded of the first few years of his 

reign, though a passage in Jeremiah suggests that he may have indulged 

himself by building a new palace with conscripted labour (Jer. 

22:1 Jt has been suggested that the palace in question is to be 

identified with a substantial building probably constructed at about this 

time by the completion of a destroyed, or unfinished, structure of the 

ninth century b.c. at Ramat Rahel, possibly ancient Beth-hakkefem 

(Neh. 3:14). This structure, which was carefully built and appears to 

have been occupied for a relatively short time, incorporated window 

balustrades in the form of short voluted palm-columns (Pis. Vol., pi. 

168), probably reused from the ninth-century building, and may match 

the description contained in Jeremiah.'’^* A discovery of particular 

interest in the building was a potsherd bearing a depiction in black and 

red paint of a bearded man in an ornamental robe seated on a chair or 

throne (Pis. Vol., pi. 169), possibly a depiction of Jehoiakim himself, 

though perhaps more probably one of his officials.’’^ A stamped jar 

handle found in this complex, with the inscription ‘Eliakim steward of 

Jehoiachin’ belongs with the royal jar stamps of a century earlier,’’^® and 

is no guide to the dating of this structure. An indication of the religious 

situation at this time is given by an episode, dated to the accession year, 

when Jeremiah narrowly escaped death for proclaiming the destruction 

of Jerusalem and the Temple if the nation failed to observe the law of 

Yahweh (Jer. 26:1-24). The account cites the case of another prophet, 

Uriah, who fled to Egypt after delivering a similar message, only to be 

Cf. also B 6, 70, 73—4. Arad Ostracon 34 (b 17, 62-4); see B 199, 221, 235. 

”2 Arad Ostracon 25 (b 17, 50-1; b 199, 195-6). 173 cf. b 16, 403. 

>7< B 306, 163-5. See B 16, 405; b 77A, 145. 

B 8,10-15,35-40.60; B 9, 23-9,49-58,122-4, fig- 6 (plan); B49 iv, 1001-6, 1009; B 340, 178- 

83. For a different dating see b 230, 128-35; B 209 iv/2, 21 i-i5. See also p. 448 below. 

A 45 no. 771; B 8, 42-3, pi. 28; B 9, 85-94; B 49 IV, 1003; B 340, 180, pi. via. 

™ See pp. 354-5 above. 
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extradited and executed. Jeremiah was spared, thanks to the intervention 

of Ahikam ben Shaphan, son of one of the high officials who had been 

sent by Josiah to consult Huldah after the discovery of the Law Book a 

decade before. This attitude to the prophets of Yahweh was now typical 

of the closing years of the monarchy (II Ki. 23:37, II Chron. 36:5). 

The Egyptians remained in Palestine, receiving tribute from Judah (II 

Ki. 23:35), and also in Syria, and the Babylonian Chronicle states that in 

606 Nabopolassar had an encounter with them on the Euphrates, and 

that at the beginning (month of Shabatu) of 605 they defeated the 

Babylonian garrison at Quramati, probably on the great bend of the 

Euphrates.This action seems to have prompted the energetic crown 

prince, Nebuchadrez2ar, to muster the Babylonian army and, leaving his 

father in Babylon, to lead a punitive campaign to the west, where he 

defeated the Egyptians at Carchemish, and the fleeing remnant at 

Hamath.Though Josephus implies that Necho was himself present at 

Carchemish,he is not mentioned in the Babylonian Chronicle nor in 

an extract from Berossus quoted by Josephus which, anachronistically, 

speaks of the ‘satrap’ of Egypt,i®2 and the Old Testament refers only to 

‘the army of pharaoh Necho’ (Jer. 46:2), so it may well be that 

Nebuchadrezzar had only to defeat garrison troops.Nebuchadrezzar’s 

military operations were interrupted by the death of Nabopolassar,^®'’ 

but after he had assumed the throne in Babylon he returned in the 

autumn and ‘marched about victoriously in Khatti’, finally returning 

with booty to Babylon in early 604.'®® ‘Khatti’ was not a precise term, 

referring in the first millennium mainly to north Syria, but the fact that 

later in this document it is treated as including Judah’®® suggests that 

Nebuchadrezzar’s victorious march may have extended into Palestine. 

The passage of Berossus quoted by Josephus goes on to speak of the 

transportation of Jewish, Phoenician, Syrian, and Egyptian prisoners to 

Babylonia at this time,'®^ and the Biblical Book of Daniel, if it is taken to 

be following the Judaean (autumn-autumn) dating system,’®® assigns to 

this year a siege of Jerusalem by Nebuchadrezzar followed by the 

deportation to Babylon of a number of young men of royal and noble 

birth, including Daniel himself (Dan. 1:1—4). Josephus elsewhere states 

that, following the battle of Carchemish, Nebuchadrezzar ‘took’ Syria as 

BabylonianChronicle4(A 2j, 19,97—8), 16—25 (a 25,98; a 952,66-7; b 151,72-5 no. 44A). See 

A 25, 261; A 932, 22 map 2. See below, p. 716. 

Babylonian Chronicle 5 (a 25, 15^-20,99-102), obv. 1—8 (a 25,99; a 932,66-9; b 131, 72—400. 

44B), reading ‘Hamath" (a 2 5,99) rather than ‘Hattu* (a 932, 68). See also above, p. 3 20, and below, 

pp. 716-17. yW. X.84—6. 1.135-6; A 7, 26; a 626, 389. 

Cf. A 932, 24—5. See pp. 230-1 above. 

>85 Babylonian Chronicle i obv. 12—14 (a 25, 100; a 952, 68-9; b 131, 74, no. 44B). 

‘86 Babylonian Chronicle 5 rev 11-12 (a 25, 102; a 952, 72-3 and cf. p. 25; b 131, 74, no. 44B). 

‘87 Contra Apionem stt \ 37 n. 104. *88 g 165-6. 
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far as Pelusium (in the north-east Delta), but he goes on specifically to 

exclude Judah from this conquest.'*® Thus, though Josephus cannot be 

regarded as a particularly significant witness for this period, the 

occurrence of a Babylonian siege of Jerusalem in 605 remains to be 

demonstrated.*®® The majority of scholars consider the Book of Daniel 

to be a historically unreliable compilation of the second century b.c.,*®* 

though this is not a universally held view,*®2 but even assuming it to be 

correct there is no reason to deny that a historical nucleus hes behind it, 

some details of the text possibly having suffered in the course of scribal 

transmission and revision.*®® To the year 605, in which the evidence of 

Nebuchadrezzar’s military power must have been compellingly obvious 

to those in Palestine, Jeremiah assigns an injunction from Yahweh for 

him to record in a book-scroll, probably of papyrus,*®'* all the condemna¬ 

tory messages which he had delivered since the time of Josiah (Jer. j6). 

He is described in the same year as dehvering stinging condemnation of 

Judah and Jerusalem with a forecast of an invasion by northern people, 

notably the Babylonians under Nebuchadrezzar, and a period of subser¬ 

vience to Babylon (Jer. 25: 1-14). Jeremiah engaged his friend Baruch 

ben Neriah to write out his prophecies, a process which seems to have 

occupied at least nine months, for it was not until the ninth month of 

Jehoiakim’s fifth year, November-December in 604, that the scroll was 

completed and ready for public reading (Jer. 56:9-10). Baruch, who was 

a scribe (Jer. 36:26,3 2), a role of some importance in the ancient world, is 

known in the Old Testament only as the amanuensis of Jeremiah, and as 

a truly faithful and self-denying friend to the prophet. According to 

Josephus he came from a distinguished family,’®® and a clay sealing 

bearing what could be his name may throw further light on his status.*®® 

The name brk is known from two Samaria ostraca and a number of 

seals;*®^ they have been taken as defectively written examples of the 

Biblical name brink, baruk, ‘blessed one’, but comparison of the inscrip¬ 

tion on the sealing mentioned above, which reads Ibrkyhw bn nrjhw hspr, 

‘belonging to Berechiah ben Neriah, the scribe’, with the Biblical 

descripton brwk bn nryhiv hspr, ‘Baruch ben Neriah, the scribe’ (Jer. 

36:52), raises the strong possibility that brkyhw and brwk were one and 

the same man, the Biblical form being an abbreviation of that found on 

the seal, and that the sealing bears the impression of Baruch’s personal 

seal. This sealing, which shows the marks of a papyrus document on its 

Ant. ]ud. x.84-<5. 

On Daniel i: i secB 341,16-18; and on the date (and Jer. 25: i and 46: 2)seeB 306, 162 table, 

163, 165-6. E.g. B 120, 520-2; B 126, 477—8; B 148, 16; B 184; B 195. 

E.g. A 819, 200; B 50, 29; B 147, 1110-27; B 552, 19—20. 

For discussion of all details see b 226. See p. 372 and nn. 8-9 above. 

Ant. Jtd. >96 B45. 

A 15, no. 188; B 133,14—15 no. 3; b 199,246-8,250; B 321,369 no. 97,382 no. 225,383 no. 229. 
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underside, was one of a group among which was also the impression of 

the seal of‘Jerahmeel, son of the king’, probably to be equated with the 

man of that name who is also designated ‘son of the king’ in Jeremiah 

(36:26).This title, while it probably indicates that Jerahmeel was of 

royal descent, need not suggest that he was of more than middle rank, 

but if the brkyhw sealing was indeed that of the Biblical Baruch, it 

suggests that he had served in the official administration and occupied a 

respectable position in the kingdom. In this case it would be a significant 

mark of his devotion to Jeremiah that he should have been willing to 

give this up in order to court public obloquy by helping his friend. When 

he read the scroll out publicly, word of this was taken to a group of 

officials (Jarim) who seem to have been seated in council at the time (Jer. 

36:11—13). They called for the scroll, which was then read out to them, 

and being disturbed by it they reported the matter to Jehoiakim, first 

warning Jeremiah and Baruch to go into hiding in case the king should 

react strongly (Jer. 36:14—20). Their forecast of Jehoiakim’s reaction 

was accurate. He had the scroll read out in his presence and showed his 

unconcern and contempt for it by cutting off sections of three or four 

columns {delatdf) as they were read, and feeding them into the brazier by 

which he was warming himself because of the winter weather. Some of 

the officials tried unsuccessfully to dissuade him from this, one of them 

being Gemariah ben Shaphan, very likely a brother of Ahikam who had 

intervened on Jeremiah’s behalf on a previous occasion. When the entire 

scroll had been burnt, Jehoiakim called for the arrest of Jeremiah and 

Baruch, but the advice to them to hide themselves proved good, for they 

could not be found (Jer. 36:21—6). 

The immediate threat from Jehoiakim seems to have died down, 

because Jeremiah is said to have re-dictated the whole contents of the 

scroll to Baruch (Jer. 36:27-32). During the preparation of the first 

scroll, which must have occupied much of the year 604, the Babylonian 

Chronicle states that Nebuchadrezzar was again in the west. He 

mustered his army in the late spring and remained there until the 

beginning of 603, and during that time he ‘marched about victoriously’, 

received tribute from ‘all the kings of Khatti’, and in particular attacked 

and captured a city the damaged name of which is possibly to be read //- 

qi-il-lu-nu, Ashkelon.’®^ The Babylonian Chronicle entry for 603 is badly 

damaged, several lines being absent altogether, but it may well have 

described another successful campaign in the west,200 during which 

Nebuchadrezzar laid siege to a city, the name of which is lost.201 If this 

B 45. 

Babylonian Chronicle 5 obv. 15—20(a 25,100; a 932,68—9; b 131,7400.33B). On 

nuscc A 25, 100; A 932, 85; B 271. 200 A 25, 200; A 932, 28-9, 70-1; see also n. 215 below. 

20* Babylonian Chronicle 5 obv. 21—3 (a 25, 100; a 952, 70-2). 
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was a western campaign, a possible identification of this city is to be 

found in an Aramaic papyrus from Saqqara. This papyrus, which is 

probably to be dated on palaeographic grounds to the end of the seventh 

century b.c.^o^ and of which something like half is broken away, is a letter 

from one ’Adon, king of a city of which the name is lost, to an 

unspecified king of Egypt. He reports that the forces of the king of 

Babylon had reached Aphek.^o^ and begs for assistance against them. 

The reference to Aphek comes near the lost portion of the document, so 

a siege of Aphek is not necessarily involved, and excavations at the site 

have so far revealed only very limited remains from the seventh and sixth 

centuries b.c.^o^ Nevertheless, since the Babylonian Chronicle mentions 

the siege of a city, of which the name is lost, during Nebuchadrezzar’s 

campaign to Khatti in 603, it is a plausible suggestion that Aphek was 

this besieged city, and that ^Aden’s letter was therefore written in that 

year.2°® Aphek lay in the south-western part of the former kingdom of 

Israel, by this time probably lost to Judah, in the foothills between the 

coastal plain and the central highlands, and therefore on the probable 

route of an army advancing southwards. On the reverse of the papyrus, 

in a position which would have been on the outside when the document 

was rolled up, a line of demotic (Egyptian) may be read plausibly, 

though not certainly, to include the name Ekron (^qrn), which could thus 

well be the city of’Adon.^o’ The location of Ekron is not certainly fixed, 

but there are arguments for placing it at Khirbet al-Muqanna',208 algo in 

the western foothills of the hill country, and some twenty-five miles 

south of Aphek. It is thus a site which could well have felt itself under 

threat if Nebuchadrezzar was only twenty-five miles away, and from 

which an appeal for help to Egypt would have been a logical expedient. 

There is no surviving evidence of an immediate response on the part of 

Necho II to this request, and the fate of’Adon is unknown. 

Nebuchadrezzar is said in the Babylonian Chronicle to have cam¬ 

paigned successfully in the west (Khatti) in 602^0? and again in 601, 

meeting the Egyptians in an indecisive battle on the latter occasion.2*0 

The perhaps somewhat garbled statement of Herodotus that Necho 

defeated the ‘Syrians’ at Magdolus and took the city of Kadytis^" is 

possibly to be connected with this encounter, if the ‘Syrians’ are 

understood as the Assyrians,^'^ a mistake for Babylonians. The identifi- 

202 B 246, 16 and fig. 3:1. 203 B 185. 

20^ A 15 no. 266; B 125A; B 125B, 231-42; B 131, 71-2, no. 43; B 134, 1 10-16 no. 21; B 269; B 539, 

251 —J. 205 B jgj^ gj 206 B 207 g 269, 42—5. 208 b 240; B 16, 376. 

209 Babylonian Chronicle 5 rev. 2-4 (a 25, loi; a 932, 70—1). 

210 Babylonian Chronicle j rev. 5-7 (a 25, loi; a 44, 564; a 932, 70-1; b 131, 74, no. 44B). 

2” Hdt. II.139. 

2*2 Cf. Hdt. VII.63, speaking, however, of Achaemenian times, and distinguishing the 

Chaldaeans. 
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cation of the two place names is uncertain, but Kadytis could be Gaza,^'^ 

and Magdolus is most simply interpreted as West Semitic mgdl, ‘tower’, 

frequently used in place names, and could designate some fortified 

settlement in the area of the Egyptian border, such as there seems to have 

been in the time of Esarhaddon.^i't If this is so it suggests an Egyptian 

incursion into only the very south-westernmost region of Palestine, and 

a dominating presence of Nebuchadrezzar’s forces. 

The situation of Jehoiakim and Judah at the time of these events is 

uncertain. According to Kings, at some unspecified point in his reign he 

was the vassal of Nebuchadrezzar for three years, at the end of which 

period he rebelled (II Ki. 24:1). One possibihty, and it can be no more 

than this, is that he became a vassal of Nebuchadrezzar during the latter’s 

campaign of 603, much of the account of which is missing from the 

Babylonian Chronicle,^>5 avoiding deportation by paying tribute in the 

form of Temple treasure (II Chron. 36:6—7), and submitting to the taking 

of young men as hostages.It could be that in 601, three years later 

(counting by the inclusive system), knowledge of a Babylonian set-back 

at the hands of the Egyptians encouraged him to rebel. If this is a correct 

reconstruction Jehoiakim then enjoyed a respite from the Babylonians 

lasting more than a year, for Nebuchadrezzar’s encounter with the 

Egyptians took place in the winter of 601—600; he spent the year 600/599 

rearming in Babylonia, and did not come again to the west until 

November—December 599. On this latter expedition he deployed his 

forces into the desert, concentrating on the neutralization of Arab tribes, 

from whom plunder, including divine images, was taken.it may be 

that these activities set up a chain of disturbances which resulted in 

raiding parties moving against those areas not in a position to claim 

Babylonian protection. 

Kings states that Judah suffered raids from ‘Chaldaeans, Aramaeans, 

Moabites and Ammonites’ (II Ki. 24:2),2>8 the Chaldaean and Aramaean 

elements perhaps stemming from Babylonian garrison troops together 

with local contingents raised in the former area of Aram. The distur¬ 

bance caused by these Babylonian and Aramaean raiding parties seems to 

have been sufficiently severe in the rural areas to have forced the 

213 B 286 II, 98—9; B 298, 5; see, however, F45 i, 191 and f 75, 22 n. 1. 

21^ A 234, 113 Frt. F, rev. 12. On mgdl see b 186 n, 516; f 43, ii, 214*. Cf. also Ex. 14:2; and for 

Migdal Thauatha many centuries later near to Gaza see b 47, 151; b 48, 80, 110. Many scholars take 

Magdalus as Megiddo (a 70, 102 n. 60; b 298, 4—5; F 75, 22 n. i). 

215 About four lines missing (a 932. 70); and see p. 396 above. 

216 See Jos., Ant. Jud. x.88; and see p. 394 above for the possibility of deportations. 

212 Babylonian Chronicle 5 rev. 6-10 (a 25,101; a 44,564; a 932, 70-1; b 131,74, no. 448), and cf. 

Jer. 49: 28-33. Egyptian encounter see above, p. 232, and below, p. 717. 

218 The Syriac (Peshitta) and Arabic versions read ‘Edom’, in place of Vw, ‘Aram’, which is a 

reasonable alternative, but one best rejected pending better manuscript evidence. 
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Rechabites,2i9 whose rigid vows normally restricted them to living in 

tents, to come into Jerusalem for protection (Jer. 35:1-11). The 

Moabites and Ammonites might have suffered raids from the roused 

bedouin Arabs and have been seeking gains in Judah to compensate for 

losses on their eastern margins. This is again a largely speculative 

reconstruction, but the fact of eastern incursions is illustrated by a 

reference in an ostracon from Arad of about this date^ to the threat of 

an Edomite attack on Ramat-Negeb, probably modern Khirbet el- 

Gharra, a little over 24 km to the south west of Arad, on what was 

presumably the southern border of Judah.^^' This ostracon, of which the 

obverse is largely effaced, is a letter addressed to someone named 

Ehashib, very likely the official of this name who held an administrative 

position in the town at least thirty years before.222 He is known also in 

this later period from a small archive, consisting of eighteen ostraca, 

which were found in one of the chambers of the casemate wall which cut 

across the sanctuary after its destruction at the end of level VII.223 These 

ostraca are mainly letters directed to him as ‘Ehashib’, though once he is 

named ‘Ehashib ben Eshiah’,22‘* and they give brief instructions for the 

issuing of specified rations, either to named individuals, or in several 

cases to the ‘Kittim’ or Kittiyim (^/yw).225 The meaning of this term 

changed over the centuries. Starting as the designation of inhabitants of 

the city of Citium in Cyprus, which was from about the ninth or eighth 

century b.c. a Phoenician outpost, it came to refer to the Greeks who 

settled there in large numbers, and by extension to Greeks and Graecized 

peoples throughout the Mediterranean, and eventually, by the time of 

the Qumran texts, to their successors, the Romans.226 A roughly 

contemporary reference in Jeremiah to the ‘isles of the Kittiyim’ (Jer. 

2:10) suggests that the meaning had shifted by this time to the 

Mediterranean in general, and since the employment of Aegean mer¬ 

cenaries was a long-standing practice in Judah, and the Egyptians were 

using Greek and related troops at this time, it is reasonable to see these 

Kittim as mercenaries of this type engaged by Jehoiaqim to help to guard 

his borders.222 

One of the other recipients bears the name . . . /«/, very Ukely to be 

See CAH 492—3, 

^ Arad Ostracon 24 (b 17,46-9; b 121, no. 65; b 199,188—95; b 262,319-32 no. 19; b 299,30 and 

fig. 3; B 327, 20J no. 11). 221 B 199, 191—2 and i}2 (map). 222 See p. 38; above. 

223 Arad Ostracon 1—18 (a 44,568-9 (nos. i, 17—18); b 17, 12—38; b i 21, nos. 49-5 5 ( = nos. 1-5, 

16-17); ® 49“5413, B-D (= nos. 1,17—18); b 199,15 5-84, 231—2; b 262, 291—318 nos. 1-17 

(= nos. 1—14, 16-18). 

22^ This fiilJ form is given in Arad Ostracon 17: 2—3 (b 17, 32—4; b 121, no. 54; b 153,5 3—4; b 199, 

174; B 262, 312). 225 Mentioned in Ostraca I, 2, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, and 17. 

226 A 845, 85-6; B 142; B 146, 113; B i86, 380; B 199,56; B 262, 295; E. Obcrhummcr, ‘Kition’, in 

P—W 21 (1921), 535—45. Cf. J. Boardman, The Creeks Overseas 227 gee p. 387 above. 
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restored as qws^nl, Qaus-‘^anal, marking him as an Edomite, but most of 

the others have typical Hebrew names, all but two being compounded 

with the orthodox element -jhw. One of these other two has the gentilic 

form ‘the Kerosite’ {qrsy),^ perhaps connecting him with a family of 

temple slaves {netinim), probably of foreign origin, but fully integrated 

into Israelite religious life.229 The name of Eliashib himself had been 

borne by a priest in the time of David (II Chron. 24:12), and was 

subsequently that of one of the high priests in Nehemiah’s time,230 so he 

may have had cultic connexions, and indeed the letter to him in which the 

Kerosite is mentioned concludes with a reference to an unnamed 

individual who is described as living in the ‘house of Yahweh’, probably 

the Temple at Jerusalem. This suggests that this particular letter came 

from a superior in Jerusalem, and, though it opens with the rather 

elaborate address: ‘To my lord Eliashib. May Yahweh desire your peace. 

And now . . .’, while the majority of the others begin more bluntly ‘To 

Eliashib. And now . . .’,221 it is reasonable to see them all as instructions 

from the capital to an official in a southern outpost, authorizing him to 

issue rations, apparently to both military and religious personnel. If the 

Eliashib of this archive was indeed the same man as the one who already 

occupied an official position at Arad at the time of J osiah’s great reforms, 

he should perhaps be seen as a man who adapted to each change in 

religious policy; a type, to judge from the statements of the prophets, not 

uncommon in ancient Israel. 

It seems that Jehoiakim did not himself have to contend with the 

results of his defection from Babylonian control, for he died, probably in 

December 598,222 before Nebuchadrezzar could bring retribution upon 

him. It was at about this time in fact that, according to the Babylonian 

Chronicle, Nebuchadrezzar mustered his army and set out for Khatti, 

where he laid siege to ‘the city of Judah’ {al ia-a-hu-du),^^ that is to say, 

Jerusalem. The defender was now Jehoiakim’s son Jehoiachin,224 who 

surrendered to Nebuchadrezzar on 16 March 597 (2 Adar), only a little 

over three months after becoming king. Since the Babylonian army is 

unlikely to have reached Jerusalem before about mid-January, the siege 

must have been relatively short, a fact which accords with the compara¬ 

tively mild treatment meted out to Jehoiachin and his court. Apparently 

no great damage was done to the city, but according to Kings Jehoiachin 

was deported to Babylon together with his family and several thousand 

228 Arad Ostracon i8: 5 (b 17,35-6; b 135, 55; b 199, 180; b 262, 515). 

229 See b 109, 89-90, 364, 382-3; B 202; B 203; b 237, 19; B 262, 317. 

230 8257,197 231 On o'V,‘and now\ see 486. 232 8306,168. 

233 Babylonian Chronicle‘5 rev. 11—12 (a 25,102; a 44,564; a 932, 72—3; b 131, 74, no. 44B; b 339, 

80). ^ See n. 164 above, and p. 418 and n. 54 below on the spellings of his name. 
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men ranging from the leaders, both secular and religious, of the 

kingdom to skilled craftsmen, and a substantial amount of loot was taken 

from the Temple and the royal palace (II Ki. 25:12-16).Among the 

deportees was a priest named Ezekiel, whose prophetic messages to his 

fellow deportees are known from the book bearing his name. Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar replaced Jehoiachin with his uncle Mattaniah, a half brother of his 

father, whose name was changed to Zedekiah (II Ki. 24:17; II Chron. 

36:10).^ The Babylonian Chronicle says more briefly that Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar seized the king, appointed a substitute of his own choice, and took 
heavy tribute.^37 

Little is known of the earlier years of Zedekiah’s reign. Kings states 

that he was twenty-one years old when he became king, and that he 

reigned eleven years (597-586),338 during which time he merely con¬ 

tinued in the heterodox policies of his nephew (II Ki. 24:18—20 = Jer. 

5 2:1—3), which were, in the international circumstances, foolish and even 

hazardous. At some point during his reign he was, according to 

Jeremiah, visited by emissaries from Edom, Moab, Ammon, Tyre, and 

Sidon (Jer. 27:3), whose aim seems to have been to enlist his participa¬ 

tion in a rebellion against Nebuchadrezzar. The year by year record 

provided by the Babylonian Chronicle reports that in his campaign of 

597/596 Nebuchadrezzar came only as far west as Carchemish, that he 

was engaged at home and in the east in 5 96/ 5 9 5, that he had to suppress a 

revolt at home in late 595, but that he came to Khatti in 594, where he 

received tribute from unnamed kings, and that at the end of the same 

year he mustered his army and marched again to Khatti.339 This 

concludes the material supplied by the Babylonian Chronicle tablet 

which covers the ten years 605-595, and since the following tablet has 

not been recovered, and there is indeed no other extant tablet of the 

series until the year 556, this valuable source of evidence now fails. 

The indications in the surviving Hebrew text of Jeremiah concerning 

the date of the visit from the neighbouring emissaries are contradictory. 

Chapter 27 assigns this embassy to the ‘beginning of the reign of 

Jehoiakim ben Josiah’ (27:1), while the next chapter refers to ‘the same 

year at the beginning of the reign of Zedekiah king of Judah, in the 

fourth year’ (28:1). Since, in the course of chapter 27, reference is made 

both to Zedekiah (Jer. 27:3, 12), and to the exile of Jehoiachin^^ (Jer. 

27:16-22), the reference to Jehoiakim at the beginning must be pre- 

235 The discrepancy between 10,000 deportees in v. 14 and 7,000 in v. 16 is presumably to be 

explained as the result of an error in transmission (cf. CAH 450 n. 5 5). The figure of 5,023 

given in Jer. ji: 28 represents adult males only (see b 77A, 569). 236 Cf. b 6, 70, 75, 74. 

237 Babylonian Chronicle j rev. 12—13 (a 25,102; a 44,564; a 932,72—3; b i 3 i, 74, no. 448; b 339, 

80). 238 B J06, 167-9. 

239 Babylonian Chronicle j rev. 14-26 (a 25, 102; a 44,564 (lines 14-15); a 932, 72-5). 

2^ Written jeconiah {yikor^ab'), on which sec b 285, 92*; and see p. 418 n. 34 below. 
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sumed to be an error. The Septuagint omits the entire reference but the 

Syriac version, more logically, names Zedekiah,^'*' also of course a son of 

Josiah, and this may represent the original text, the name ‘Jehoiakim’ 

possibly having been substituted by a later copyist by inadvertent 

repetition of the heading of chapter 26. If this is correct, the embassy 

would appear to have come to Zedekiah almost immediately after his 

patron, Nebuchadrezzar, had left him in office and returned to Babylon. 

While there is no evidence that the visit of the foreign embassies led to 

any rebellion in the west, it is not impossible that the emissaries were 

somehow in communication with the instigators of the revolt which 

Nebuchadrezzar had to suppress in Babylon in 595,^'*^ and indeed 

reference is made in this passage to the claim of the false prophet 

Hananiah that the exile would last for only two years (Jer. 28:1—4), 

which, if made in 597, would refer to 595. 

That there was contact between Jerusalem and the exiles in Babylon is 

shown by a letter addressed by Jeremiah to the Jewish elders, priests, 

prophets, and people there, urging them to resign themselves to a long 

exile, and to make the best of it (Jer. 29). Though there is thus no 

indication of overt dissident activity on the part of Zedekiah at the 

beginning of his reign, and he is indeed said to have visited Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar in Babylon in 594 (Jer. 51:59), he did, according to Kings, 

eventually rebel against the king of Babylon, presumably a few years 

later, for the narrative goes on to say that on the tenth day of the tenth 

month of Zedekiah’s ninth year Nebuchadrezzar brought his entire army 

to Jerusalem, which he besieged with the aid of a surrounding siege wall 

(II Ki. 25:1; Jer. 5 2:3—4 and 39:i).2‘’3If this date is reckoned according to 

the Tishri-Elul year, which was normally used for Judah in Kings, the 

day referred to would have been 11 July 5 but if, as is perhaps more 

likely in view of the recent subservience to Babylon, the Babylonian 

Nisan-Adar year is assumed, the day would have been 5 July 5 This 

would also accord with the timing of Nebuchadrezzar’s later recorded 

campaigns to the west, for which, according to the Babylonian Chron¬ 

icle, he mustered his troops in the months of Kislimu (6th, 7th, and i ith 

campaigns), and Tebetu (8th campaign). The siege is said to have lasted 

for one and a half years (Jer. 39:2; 52:5-6; II Ki. 25:2—3). 

A store jar fragment found in the destruction levels at Lachish, 

inscribed ‘in the ninth, Beyt... iah, Hekalia[h ben A]zn[y]’ may refer to 

the successful gathering of part of the harvest in Zedekiah’s ninth year, 

B 77A, 195, 199. B 243 ^ ^2, 3 (d), 27, 

2^^ loTammuz 588. assuming Thiele’s assignment of years (b 306, 164), i Tammuz being 2 July 

588 (a 877, 28). Sec chronological table, pp. 748-9. 

2^5 10 Tcbet 5 87,1 Tebet being 27 December 588 (a 877, 28). b 506,164,168, places the event one 

year earlier on 15 January 588, as does b 124, 205-6; b 301, 230, proposes 26 January 587. 

2^ loth month of 9th year to 4th month of 1 ith year =18 months. 
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Beyt. . . iah being perhaps the point of collection, and Hekalia(h) being 

the official collector.2“*^ The main elements of the harvest were normally 

gathered in April—June (barley and wheat), August-September (grapes), 

and September—November (olives),^^ so assuming that this inscription 

does refer to Zedekiah’s ninth year, and that the Babylonian calendar had 

been adopted in Judah, the entire harvest of 588 would have been in 

before the tenth month when the siege began, so this jar could have 

contained grain, wine, or oil. In spite of such provisioning, however, 

Jeremiah is said, in response to the inquiry of Zedekiah, to have forecast 

famine in Jerusalem and its eventual destruction by Nebuchadrezzar 

(Jer. 21:1—7; 34=i—7)> even to have advised the people to give 

themselves up to the Babylonians (Jer. 21:8—10). It seems that under 

pressure of the siege wealthy citizens released slaves from their servi¬ 

tude, as indeed according to the Torah they should have done automati¬ 

cally every seventh year (Deut. 15:1, 12—18), but a little later, when the 

severity of the siege was relaxed, they went back on their action, taking 

the men and women into slavery once again (Jer. 34:8-22).The respite 

seems to have been occasioned by the entry of an Egyptian army into 

Palestine. This episode is unknown in extra-Biblical sources, and 

Jeremiah who records it (Jer. 37:5-11; and cf. Ezek. 17:11-21) refers to 

the king responsible for it only as ‘pharaoh’, but he must have been 

Apries (589-570), who is referred to in a later passage in Jeremiah as 

Hophra (Jer. 44:30), and who is known to have adopted a more 

aggressive foreign policy than his predecessors.^so 

The relaxation of the Babylonian siege was evidently such that the 

inhabitants were able to travel some distance away from the city, for 

Jeremiah is said to have planned to go to his home at Anathoth in 

Benjamin to deal with family business (Jer. 37:i2).25i He was presum¬ 

ably, however, a marked man in view of his condemnation of armed 

resistance to the Babylonians, for he was arrested as he was leaving the 

city, beaten and imprisoned on the charge of deserting to the Babylo¬ 

nians (Jer. 37:13—16). He was confined in the vaults of the cistern house, 

but brought out for a secret meeting with Zedekiah to whom he gave an 

uncompromising assurance of Babylonian victory. Zedekiah, neverthe¬ 

less, perhaps now seeing that his message should be heeded, had him 

moved to milder confinement near the palace, with regular rations (Jer. 

37:12—21). According to the sequence of the narrative in the Book of 

Jeremiah, Zedekiah then handed Jeremiah over to a group of high 

officials who demanded his execution, and who lowered him into a 

partially dried-out cistern, where an unpleasant death awaited him as he 

B 199, 154-5. ^ B 345, 183-5. See B 77A, 123-4; and cf. also B 51, 54-8. 

A 50, 407; F 44, 560. 25' For this interpretation see b 77A, 224, 229. 
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sank into the damp mud at the hottom. From this plight he was rescued 

by an official who, though he had evidently adopted the Hebrew name 

Ebed-melek, was of foreign origin, being identified as a native of Kush, 

the area to the south of Egypt. This man is described as obtaining 

Zedekiah’s permission to haul Jeremiah out of the cistern, following 

which the king sought another interview with him at which he received 

the same message of impending Babylonian conquest, and the desir¬ 

ability of making terms with the Babylonians. Zedekiah swore him to 

secrecy and had him returned to his place of confinement near the palace 

(Jer. 58:1—28). There is, of course, an element of repetition in the way 

Jeremiah was apparently twice confined in cisterns and twice brought 

out for interviews with the king, and it cannot be ruled out that the two 

accounts describe a single sequence of events.^^2 Nevertheless, there are 

sufficient differences between the two to justify the tentative view that 

Jeremiah suffered similar treatment on two separate occasions. Which¬ 

ever view is taken, however, the episode or episodes demonstrate the 

typical scapegoat-seeking of a nation in dire straits, and also the 

vacillating character of the king. 

It may have been during this time of relaxation in the siege that 

Jeremiah performed an action which looked forward to a time when life 

would return to normal in Judah. He was visited by Hanamel, a cousin 

from Anathoth, a man who had fallen on hard times no doubt on account 

of the unsettled state of the country, and who came to call upon Jeremiah 

to discharge his Levitical duty and right of purchasing a plot of land in 

Anathoth, which he, Hanamel, could no longer maintain (Jer. 52:6-8; 

Lev. 25:25). Jeremiah, though still in detention, is said to have purchased 

the land, and the text gives an illuminating account of the transaction, in 

which he weighed out seventeen silver shekels on a balance, wrote the 

deed, sealed it, having it signed by witnesses before whom he handed it 

to Baruch with instructions that it be placed in a pottery vessel for safe 

keeping (Jer. 52:9-15)-^^^ Such storage of documents in jars is now well 

known from the later example of Qumran, and a detail of the deed, which 

is described as having an open and a sealed part, is illustrated by 

parchment documents, again of later date (c. first century b.c.) from 

Avroman in western Iran. These take the form of scrolls on which the 

text is twice repeated, the two versions being separated by a row of holes 

so that the upper part could be rolled up and tied with cords passing 

through the holes and secured with sealed clay lumps, the lower version 

being left open for consultation without danger of alteration, since the 

252 See B 77A, 232—4, for mild advocacy of this view. 

255 See B 77A, 237-9; ® 50“*- 
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original closed text could always be unsealed for inspection and 

verification.254 

When the Egyptian diversion was ended, the Babylonians once more 

tightened the siege of Jerusalem, at the same time presumably moving to 

occupy the strategic points of the kingdom. It seems that, apart from 

Jerusalem, the best defended cities in Judah were Azekah, about jo km 

to the south west, and Lachish, some 20 km further off. This is suggested 

by the statement of Jeremiah that toward the end of Zedekiah’s 

resistance only these two cities remained untaken among the strong¬ 

holds of the kingdom (Jer. 34:6-7). This situation is partially illustrated 

by a group of inscribed ostraca (Pis. Vol., pi. 173), found in or near a side 

chamber of the main gate at Lachish,255 in a burnt layer associated with 

the final destruction of level II in 5 86. Several of these ostraca are only 

partially legible, but that they are closely related is shown not only by 

similarities in the form of the script, though more than one scribe is 

clearly represented,255 but also by the fact that five of them are written on 

sherds from the same broken jar.257 Two of these five, and one other, are 

sufficiently preserved to show that they were addressed to an officer 

named Ya’osh, who seems to have been in a position of authority at 

Lachish,258 having had access even to the king.259 The writers of these 

three letters address him as ‘my lord ^dnji] Ya’osh’ and it is likely that 

some of the other letters which address the recipient as ‘my lord’ without 

naming him250 were likewise intended for Yanosh. In spite of the 

disastrous situation which must now have been confronting the nation, 

these letters are couched in the language of polite formality. After the 

opening address most of them proceed with some such phrase as ‘May 

Yahweh let my lord hear news of peace even today’,25' and in three of 

them the writers continue with the phrase, ‘who is your servant but a dog 

that. .. ?’ followed by a reference to some condescending action on the 

part of the recipient,252 a phrase paralleled in the Old Testament (e.g. II 

Ki. 8:13). 

E. H. Minns,‘Parchments of the Parthian period from Avroman in Kurdistan’,yf/J 35 (1915) 

22-65; P* Gignoux, Glossaire des inscriptions pehlevies et parthes (London, 1972) 45-4. For papyrus 

examples of the second century a.d., tied but without seals, from the Dead Sea caves, see b 347, 236- 

8, pi. 488; B 348, 229-31 and figs, on pp. 258, 240, 242-3. 

255 Lachish Ostraca i-i5,and 18 in the chamber, 16-17 associated with the road of the Persian 

p>eriod leading to the gate, a i 5 nos. 192-9 (nos. 2-6,9,15,19); a 44,3 21-2 (nos. 2-6,8-9,13); b 112, 

331-9; B 131,75-8, no. 45 (nos. 2-6); B 133, 32-4900. 12 (nos. 1-6,9,13,18); b 199, 83-143 (nos. i- 

9, 1 i-i 2, 16-18); B 311; B 339, 212-17 (nos. I, 3-4). 

256 B 311, 43, 87, 99, 119, and alphabet chart. 257 Lachish Ostraca 2, 6-8, and 18. 

25S Lachish Ostraca 2, 3, and 6. 259 Lachish Ostracon 6: 4. 

260 Lachish Ostracon 4,5,17, and probably 8,9,12, and 18, the other examples being too illegible 

to permit identification. 26i See b 199, 98. 

262 Lachish Ostraca 2: 3—5; 5: 3-5; 6: 2—3. Cf. b 199, 99. 
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The letters seem to have been written by the commanders of military 
outposts, one of them, Hoshaiah, evidently situated on the route 
between Jerusalem and Egypt, possibly at Eglon,263 and another, un¬ 
named, on the road from Jerusalem to Lachish, perhaps at Mareshah.^^'* 
Both Lachish and the fort at Azekah^^s were within sight or nearly so of 
the latter post, for the sender of the letter refers to a system of signals, 
probably depending on smoke, the word mft ‘signal’, having something 
of the sense of ‘uprising’ (from »/, ‘to lift’). There may have been 
prearranged times for such signals to be sent, because the writer reports 
that no signal from Azekah was to be seen, as though one was expected. 
This is perhaps an indication that Azekah had already fallen to the 
Babylonians, a serious loss if this is so because it was near enough to the 
route between Jerusalem and Lachish to threaten this vital communi¬ 
cation.The fall of Azekah is perhaps further indicated by the 
statement in the same letter that there was no one at another post named 
Beth-Harapid, between Lachish and Azekah, suggesting perhaps that 
the close approach of the Babylonians had led to its abandonment. That 
it was still possible for a messenger to reach Jerusalem from Mareshah, 
perhaps by following a south-eastward detour before making north for 
the capital, is suggested by a reference in the same letter to a messenger 
going up to ‘the city’, presumably Jerusalem, and the expectation that he 
would go again the following morning. One letter concludes with a 
reference to a message from ‘the prophet’, the identity of whom is 
uncertain.26'7 

Among the other letters there is a probable reference to the Babylo¬ 
nians by the same name, kfdm, as is found in the Old Testament {fzasdim, 
in II Ki. 25, Jer. j8 etc.),^'^® and also possibly to the name of the then king 
of Moab, otherwise unknown, Chemosh, the latter part of the letter 
being missing.269 The dating of these ostraca is uncertain, but a possible 
clue is to be found in a reference to the movement of royal grain by an 
official named Tobiah, following the phrase ‘May Yahweh cause you to 
see the harvest’.2™ This suggests composition in the early spring 
following the successful collection of the harvest in Zedekiah’s ninth 
year, namely in early 5 87. It is possible that the letter of Hoshaiah, which 
also mentions Tobiah, is to be dated to about the same time.221 

263 Lachish Ostracon 3; sec b 199, 106-7- 
26< Lachish Ostracon 4; see b 199, 114—15. Mareshah is modern Tell Sandahanna. 
265 See B 199, 114 n. 79. 
266 For an alternative interpretation of the letter sec B 199, 115, 116—17. 

262 Lachish Ostracon 3: 19-21; sec b 199, 105-6. 
268 Lachish Ostracon 6:6, following the reading of B 199,125. For Biblicalsee b 186,477— 

8. On §/s sec n. 122 above. 269 Lachish Ostracon 8: 3-4, following b 199, 125. 

220 Lachish Ostracon 5: 7-8, reading ‘the harvest’(b 199, 118) rather than ‘the conspiracy’ (b 133, 

43-4). 271 Lachish Ostracon 5; 19, and sec b 199, 143 (suggesting, however, spring 589 b.c.). 
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In spite of the respite during the siege of Jerusalem its long duration 

eventually told on the defenders. The food supphes ran out causing 

famine in the city (II Ki. 25:5) and, probably largely as a result of the 

weakness and lack of vigilance caused by this, the Babylonians were able 

to penetrate the defences (II Ki. 25:4) on the ninth day of the fourth 

month of Zedekiah’s eleventh year (II Ki. 25:2—3; Jer. 39:2). This, 

according to the Babylonian calendar, and assuming Zedekiah’s first full 

year to have begun in Nisan 596, would have been on 18 July 586.2^2 

Lachish and Azekah had presumably fallen to the Babylonians well 

before this, perhaps during 587; but Jerusalem had a fine defensive 

system, weak only on the north side where it ran on to higher ground, 

and it may have been in this sector that the Babylonians finally made their 

entry.When he saw that the city was lost, Zedekiah, according to the 

Biblical account, escaped with his troops by way of‘the gate between the 

two walls’, possibly though by no means certainly at the southern tip of 

the city, where a later wall surrounding the west hill and the Siloam pool 

may have met the western wall of Ophel,^’'* This sector was likely, if the 

Babylonians had entered in the north. The Babylonians are said to have 

overtaken and dispersed this force near Jericho, where they captured 

Zedekiah together, apparently, with some of his sons. They were taken 

to Riblah, nearly 320 km north of Jerusalem in Syria, where Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar had his military headquarters. Zedekiah, having been Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar’s own nominee, was dealt with severely. His sons were executed in 

his presence, and he was blinded and taken captive to Babylon (II Ki. 

25:4-7; Jer. 39:4-7)- 
The Book of Jeremiah reports, in a slightly confused passage, that 

when the Babylonians had gained possession of Jerusalem a group of 

senior officers, including Nergal-sharezer, samgar, Nebu-sarsekim, rab- 

sans, and Nergal-sharezer, rab-mag, sat in the Middle Gate, presumably 

thus establishing themselves as a military government (Jer. 39:3). The 

three titles are those attaching to senior positions in the Babylonian 

hierarchy: simmagir, something like ‘royal commissioner’,^’^ the rab la 

and rab mugi, another official of uncertain responsibility.It is 

not clear, however, whether there were two Nergal-sharezers or whether 

one man of that name occupied both the offices of simmagir and rab mugi\ 

and the identity of the rab la reii is uncertain, because, according to the 

account in Jeremiah, only a little over one month later, when it is hardly 

likely that a new man had assumed the office, he is named Nebushazban 

(Jer. 39:13). There is at present no satisfactory explanation for this. The 

m gTammuz 586; i Du’uzu being lo July 586(a 877.28). b 506,164,169, also arrives at this date. 

Views vary regarding the year concerned, 587 being favoured by some and 5 86 by others; see b 501, 

230; B 303, 261. 2738178,167-9. 27< Seep. 3 39 above. 225 * ,2^ ,045; a 743. 

276 See above, p. j6i, and a 556, 57-8. 2n ^ ^2, 667, mugu i; a 745, 86. 
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name Nergal saf’eser presents no difficulty since it clearly represents 

Babylonian Nergal-/ar-usur, and there is a strong possibility that the man 

in question was the son-in-law of Nebuchadrezzar, the Neriglissar of the 

Greeks, who twenty-seven years later became king of Babylon (559- 

556). The administration established by these officers was only an 

interim one, set up to deal with immediate issues until further instruc¬ 

tions were received from Nebuchadrezzar, who had evidently remained 

in Riblah. About a month later Nebuchadrezzar sent one of his senior 

officers, Nebuzaradan (Babylonian Nabu-zer-iddin), to Jerusalem to 

complete the neutralization of the city. This officer, who is designated 

rab-tahhahim (‘chief cook’) in the Old Testament (II Ki. 25:8, ii; Jer. 

39:9—10), is known from a passage in a building inscription on a clay 

prism of Nebuchadrezzar listing court officials, among whom he is 

named first, with his office, rah nuhatimmu (‘chief cook’), or, perhaps, 

‘master of the royal kitchen’, clearly the designation of a man of rank and 
importance.278 

This officer is said to have burned down the Temple, the royal palace, 

and ‘all the houses’ of Jerusalem, and to have broken down the walls 

round the city (II Ki. 25:8—12; Jer. 39:8-10; 52:12—14; II Chron. 36:19— 

21). To ensure that the destruction of the Temple was fully effective, 

Nebuzaradan is said also to have removed the cultic equipment to 

Babylon, some of it in the form of scrap metal, including the enormous 

bronze water container from the forecourt, the two bronze pillars which 

flanked the entrance door, and a quantity of gold and silver (II Ki. 25:13— 

17; Jer. 52:17—23). He is said moreover to have arranged further 

deportations, amounting to 832 souls (Jer. 5 2:29), this time of those who 

had remained in the city, and, apparently, also of those who had deserted 

to him (II Ki. 25:11; Jer. 39:9; 52:15),279 and also of the remaining skilled 

workers or artisans.^so However, following instructions from Nebu¬ 

chadrezzar, he had Jeremiah released from detention, given protection, 

and subsequently committed to the care of the new governor (Jer. 

39:11—14). It is possible that Jeremiah was mistakenly seized for 

deportation during the confused period following his release, because he 

is said to have been taken in chains as far as Ramah (about 8 km to the 

north of Jerusalem) before being again set free, having perhaps been 

recognized by Nebuzaradan (Jer. 40:1—6).281 

278 Istanbul Prism 7834 (a 800,313), iii 36 (a 44, 307; a 762, 284, 289 and n. 2); see a 42,11 (N/2), 

316. 

279 nopelimy ‘the deserters* (‘the fallen’), could alternatively be ‘the wounded’, but it is hardly likely 

that he would have committed himself to the burden of deporting wounded (cf. a 480, 37—8). 

280 Preferring the reading ^amdn here against bamorty ‘crowd* (II Ki. 25: 11), and the redundant 

ha am bannifartm ‘the people who remained’ (Jer. 59: 9), and taking ^amon as a loanword from 

Akkadian ummanujummianu, ‘artisan’ (see A 52, 141 j—16; B 186, 60). 

281 On this see b 77A, 245-^. 
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A puzzling feature of the accounts of booty is the absence of any 

reference to the Ark of the Covenant, one of the most important items of 

the Temple equipment.282 The much later apocryphal Second Book of 

Maccabees contains a passage stating that Jeremiah had rescued it 

together with the tabernacle and the incense altar, and sealed them up in a 

cave in the mountain from which Moses had viewed the land (II Macc. 

2:4-8).283 This passage occurs in the second of two letters (i:i-io and 

1:10-2:18) which are prefixed to the body of the book. The first is dated 

to c. 124 B.c. (1:10), and the second, by referring to the cleansing of the 

Temple which followed the death of Antiochus IV (Epiphanes), implies 

a date soon after 164 b.c.^s^ Inaccuracies in this account, however, cast 

doubt on its reliability,^*^ and the passage referring to Jeremiah (2:1—15), 

which forms part of a longer inclusion (1:18-2:15), is said to have been 

derived from the ‘records’; (2:1, ij) and from the ‘commentaries of 

Nehemiah’ (2:13), documents unknown to the Old Testament and 

probably belonging to the numerous class of Jewish Uterature of the 

Hellenistic period known as Pseudepigrapha.^** The extreme disfavour 

in which Jeremiah stood in Judah at the time of the Babylonian invasion, 

as well as his evident belief in the transient nature of the Temple and its 

cultus,287 condemns this already improbable story as legendary. In the 

absence of better evidence, the most likely reconstruction remains that 

Manasseh removed the ark from the Temple, Josiah replaced it, and that 

it stayed there until it was removed by the Babylonians in 5 86, and was 

perhaps broken up for the sake of the gold with which it was overlaid 

and decorated. 

Life continued in the defeated land, but only under Babylonian 

domination, administered by a new puppet, Gedaliah, who came from a 

family of position in the kingdom. 

282 It was not in the temple at the time of the invasion of Titus (Jos., Jewish \!i/ar v, 219). 

283 On the mountain see b 281, i—16; and sec b 554, 105—8, 218—20, for a fourth-century a,d. 

traveller’s account of the area, with commentary. 

28^ For the argument that the date in II Macc. i: 10 appertains to the second letter, see b 512,122, 

124-6. 285 B 228, 81-4; B 286 I, 151 n. 6i. 

286 See, e.g., b 87. Other references to this story about Jeremiah are found in The Lives of the 

Prophets ii, ii—18, and Eusebius, Praeparatio Lvangelica 9, 30-5 (quoting Eupolemus), for 

bibliography on which sec b 87, 107-8 and 118-77. 

287 Sec, e.g., B 77A, cxv-cxvi. 
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CHAPTER 31 

THE BABYLONIAN EXILE AND THE 

RESTORATION OF THE JEWS IN PALESTINE 

(586—f. 500 B.C.) 

T. C. MITCHELL 

I. PALESTINE DURING THE EXILE 

When Nebuchadrezzar returned to Babylon in the autumn of 5 86 b.c., he 

took with him a substantial part of the remaining population of 

Jerusalem, including the skilled craftsmen, who may well at that time 

have been concentrated in the city. Gedaliah ben Ahikam ben Shaphan 

(II Ki. 25:22), the puppet ruler left in command by Nebuchadrezzar, was 

not, as the previous nominee, Zedekiah, had been, in the royal Davidic 

succession, but he did come from a line of distinguished state officials, his 

grandfather having played a part in the promulgation of the Book of the 

Law in Josiah’s time, and his father having on one occasion intervened 

with Jehoiakim to preserve the life of the prophet Jeremiah.’ A clay seal 

impression from Lachish suggests that he himself may well at an earlier 

date have held the position of royal chamberlain.^ This impression, 

which is probably to be dated to the latter part in the seventh century, 

reads ‘Belonging to Gedaliah the chamberlain’,^ and if it does indeed 

come from his own seal it shows that he held this office in the time of 

Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin, or Zedekiah, probably the last, since his father 

was still active in the time of Jehoiachin and he would not have reached 

years of seniority until later. It is possible, though by no means certain, 

that another clay seal impression of unknown provenance, but palaeo- 

graphically of the early sixth century b.c., inscribed ‘Belonging to 

Hananiah ben Gedaliah’, might refer to an otherwise unknown son."* 

Jerusalem had been largely destroyed by the Babylonians, so Gedaliah 

moved his residence to Mizpah (II Ki. 25:23, Jer. 40:8), about 13 km to 

the north. According to Kings the military commanders^ and their men 

came to Gedaliah at Mizpah when they heard of his appointment. It is 

not clear where these forces had been during the recent war, but it is 

* See pp. 388 and 394 above. 

2 On this title see 1,46j and n. 174, 509 and n. 165, 

3 B 13 3,62, 64 no. 18; B 157,91 no. 18; B 232,61—2 no. 50; b 514, 347-8; 8321,375 no. 149; b 339, 

223—4, pj. 13. 4 B i93”4; B 157, 123 no. 92; B 305, 168-9; ® 

5 On sar baljajal see b i 86, 298-9. 
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possible that they had evaded the Babylonian troops, who in fact can 

hardly have visited every area of the kingdom, and that they had 

emerged from their refuges when the Babylonians had left. Four of the 

commanders are named, Ishmael, Johanan, Seraiah, and Jaazaniah (II 

Ki. 25:23; Jer. 40:7-8), and it may be that a fine scaraboid seal of black 

and white banded onyx decorated with a fighting cock in intaglio below 

the inscription ‘Belonging to Jaazaniah, servant of the king’, which was 

found in a tomb at Mizpah,® was the personal seal of the last named of 

these men. The tomb in which this was found had been cleared and 

reused in the Byzantine period, but, though the seal can thus not be dated 

by provenance, the form of the script suggests a date in the late seventh 

century b.c. The title ‘servant of the king’’^ probably referred to a civilian 

official, a fact which need not rule this man out, because tbe seal 

presumably related to an earlier period of his career, and it is not 

unknown for a civilian administrator to become a successful military 

commander in times of national emergency. 

Gedaliah is said to have pledged himself to these men and their 

followers, and to have urged them to accept the Babylonian domination 

and settle down in tbe land (II Ki. 25:24; Jer. 40:9). Both Kings and 

Jeremiah describe this episode, but Jeremiah goes on to quote Gedaliah 

as saying that he would remain in Mizpah to undertake the necessary 

dealings with the Babylonians and urging his hearers to resume the 

cultivation of the land (Jer. 40:10). Though a certain number of 

Babylonian garrison troops evidently remained in Mizpah (Jer. 41:3), 

Gedaliah seems to have restored some sense of normality and stability to 

the territory, because a number of Jews who had taken refuge from the 

Babylonians in Ammon, Moab, and Edom are said now to have 

returned, bringing agricultural produce with them (Jer. 40:11—12). It 

seems that the breakdown of order which must have accompanied the 

Babylonian conquest could not be entirely mended by a man of 

moderation and conciliation such as Gedaliah seems to have been. It may 

be that he was seen by some as a weak ruler, because Ishmael ben 

Nethaniah, one of the commanders who had acknowledged him as 

leader after the departure of the Babylonian army, appears now to have 

allied himself to Baalis, king of Ammon,® and to have plotted to kill him, 

presumably seeing this as an opportunity to seize power for himself, 

being, it is stated, of royal descent. An Ammonite ostracon from 

Heshbon, datable palaeographically to the late seventh or early sixth 

century b.c., may give a brief glimpse of the condition of the court of 

* A 45 no. 277; Bin, 229 no. 69, pi. xxi.6; b 155,62,64 no. 14; b 157,104 no. 46; b 161, 20 no. 5; b 

217 I, 163; B 521, 368 no. 69; B 539, 221, pi. 13. 

^ Sec bibliography in b 161, 15, and add b 109, 120, and b 199, 105; and on p. 537 n. 98 

above. s Qn whom see b 97, 15 and n. 23; b 556, 136. 
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Baalis. This text, which seems to be a record of the distribution of rations 

from the royal stores, begins with the assignment of a considerable 

quantity of grain and eight cattle to ‘the king’, and mentions a courtier 

‘from Elat’, thereby showing friendly relations with Edom in the south.® 

Gedaliah did not believe the account of Ishmael’s treachery when it was 

reported to him by Johanan ben Kareah, another of the returned military 

leaders, but he was proved to have misjudged the situation when he and 

his court, as well as some Babylonians attached to it, were murdered by 

Ishmael and his supporters while they were all dining together (Jer. 

40:15—31:5; II Ki. 25:25). Ishmael compounded this action by gratu¬ 

itously slaughtering a large number of men from the northern kingdom 

who were travelling to Jerusalem to make offerings at the site of the 

Temple. He then seized those of Gedaliah’s court who had survived, 

including the king’s (probably Zedekiah’s) daughters who had been 

confided by the Babylonians to Gedaliah’s care, and probably also 

Jeremiah, and, recognizing perhaps at this late stage that the Babylo¬ 

nians were unlikely to let his actions pass without some response, he 

began to travel with his captives towards Ammon, where Baalis would 

presumably have been prepared to give him refuge (Jer. 41:4—10). He 

may have been following a circuitous route for tactical reasons because 

he is said to have been intercepted at Gibeon, actually south west of Tell- 

en-Najbeh, and therefore not on a direct route to Ammon. Johanan, 

Gedaliah’s faithful supporter who intercepted the column, released the 

captives, leaving Ishmael to escape to Ammon with a small group of 

supporters (Jer. 41:11-15). Johanan evidently now felt himself to be in a 

threatened position also, because he feared that Nebuchadrezzar would 

misunderstand the assassination of Gedaliah and execute vengeance on 

the innocent; so, going against a firm message from Yahweh which 

Jeremiah had conveyed to him at his own request, he took all the 

survivors of Gedaliah’s court, including, against their will, both Jere¬ 

miah and Baruch, to Egypt, where he settled them in Daphnae (Hebrew 

tahpanhes) in the north-east Delta (Jer. 41:16-43:7; II Ki. 25:26).'° 

No information survives concerning the response of Nebuchadrezzar 

to the assassination of his governor in Judah, but according to the Book 

of Jeremiah there does seem to have been some sort of reprisal albeit 

after a lapse of five years, because there is brief mention of the 

deportation of 745 further exiles in Nebuchadrezzar’s twenty-third year, 

582/581 (Jer. 52:30)." Apart from a brief appendix concerning Jehoia- 

chin in Babylon, the Book of Kings ends with the account of the flight of 

Ishmael and his party to Egypt, the Book of Chronicles having 

concluded with the destruction of Jerusalem, so no information survives 

^ Hcshbon Ostracon iv; b 99. *0 Sec p. 429 below. ” See b 124, 508. 
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concerning the decades following 586. It is probable that Nebuchadre2- 

zar installed a new governor, very likely a Babylonian this time, whose 

regime would no doubt have been considerably harsher. A century and a 

half later, Nehemiah refers to the oppression of former governors of 

Judah (Neh. 5:15). The version of events given by Josephus is that 

Nebuchadrezzar mounted a campaign to the west in his twenty-third 

year (582/581), in the course of which he conquered Coele-Syria, 

Ammon, and Moab, following which he invaded Egypt, killed the king 

and replaced him with another man, and deported to Babylon the Jews 

resident there.’2 Though this account, which may have been based on 

data contained in the Chaldaean History of Berossus,^^ is clearly 

unreliable, it is highly probable that Nebuchadrezzar would have 

campaigned in the west during these years. A fragmentary cuneiform 

text preserving part of a prayer in his name suggests that he may even 

have succeeded in reaching Egypt. The prayer requests divine assistance 

for a campaign in Nebuchadrezzar’s thirty-seventh year (568/567) 

against Egypt and its king .. .-aQ)-su, probably Amasis (570—5 26).1“* That 

at some time, possibly on this same expedition, Nebuchadrezzar con¬ 

ducted a campaign to Lebanon to assure the supply of timber from that 

area, which seems to have been threatened by local unrest, is shown by an 

undated inscription in his name in a contemporary and an archaizing 

version, on the rock face of the Wadi Brissa near Hermel at the northern 

end of the Lebanon range.*5 There may therefore be some core of truth in 

Josephus’ account (cf also Jer. 45:8-13), though Nebuchadrezzar 

obviously did not kill Amasis, who outlived him by well over thirty 

years, and Apries his predecessor (589—570) is said by Herodotus 

(1V.159) to have been overthrown by a domestic revolt.’'^ It is thus 

probable that Judah and the neighbouring areas were kept in effective 

subjection by the Babylonians, with a display of military force when 

necessary. Josephus states that Nebuchadrezzar did not resettle Judah 

with deportees from elsewhere and that the area remained deserted for 

the period of the exile.It is probably correct that no new deportees 

were brought in, but the extent to which the area remained depopulated 

is a matter of debate.The fact that Gedaliah was installed as governor, 

and that military bands assembled round him at Mizpah, suggests that 

*2 Ant. ]ud. ^.1%1—z. Cf. Ant. Jud. x.zi^z6. 

Tablet BM 33041 (a 44, 308; a 800,68—9,321; a 856> 206-7 n. 48; a 932,94—5; and cf. a 30, 307; 

F 44, 362; cf. B 277, 367, with incorrect reading of the royal name). The additional fragment BM 

3305 3 (a 932, 94—5) is irrelevant (a 800, 321). 

‘5 A 44, 307; A 800, 316-18; A 856, 150-77 no. 19. 

Three cuneiform inscriptions of Nebuchadrezzar in the Boulaq Museum, Cairo, said to have 

been found at Suez (b 284, 490; W. M. F. Petrie, History of Egjfpt iii (London, 1905) 353), are now 

known to be casts taken from a standard cylinder type of Nebuchadrezzar (b 537; b 800,228—35 NbK 

Zyl ii.i, text no. 11). Ant. Jud. *8 SceB4, 21—5. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



PALESTINE DURING THE EXILE 4I 5 

some people were left. The dearth of archaeological material from the 

period following the final Babylonian conquest in excavated town sites 

in Judah indicates, however, that this remnant population must have 

been sparse, many of the people perhaps following a semi-nomadic way 

of life. 

The administrative divisions of the Neo-Babylonian empire are not 

well known, because though a large number of royal inscriptions have 

survived from the period the majority of them deal with building works 

in Babylonia but few with foreign activities. A possible indication is 

to be found in Ezekiel’s vision of the restored future Jerusalem, dated 

to 573 (Ezek. 40:1), in which reference is made to the north-eastern 

territories of Hamath, Damascus, Hauran, and Gilead (Ezek. 47:15-19). 

These had been Assyrian provinces, but Ezekiel, though he was writing 

in Babylonia, had lived in Palestine under Neo-Babylonian rule. There¬ 

fore it is reasonable to assume that in these areas, and by extension in 

most others, the Babylonians had taken over the Assyrian provincial 

administrative system largely as they had found it. The province of 

Samaria, lying in the territory of the former northern kingdom, but now 

resettled with deportees from the east, bounded the northern border. 

The coastal territories to the west may have been allowed by the 

Babylonians to retain a large measure of autonomy, as they had for much 

of the time under the Assyrians, in the interests of lucrative sea trade 

from which Babylonia could benefit. Possible support for this view is 

found in a somewhat damaged section at the end of the list of court 

officials of Nebuchadrezzar mentioned above. It lists the kings of Arvad, 

Sidon, Tyre, Ashdod, Gaza, and others (the names being damaged or 

completely destroyed).Since the original text might have included the 

king of Judah, it could be argued that these kings were detainees, and 

indeed men from Arvad and Tyre are listed in the Babylonian ration texts 

among those receiving provisions. This conclusion does not necessarily 

follow, however, since detainees could be held to ensure the good 

behaviour of semi-independent rulers, and those names which do 

survive on this list were all coastal sites, three of which at least, Sidon, 

Tyre, and Gaza, had usually contrived to retain their independence. A 

prophecy of Ezekiel dated to 571 refers to a siege of Tyre by Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar, one which, according to Josephus, lasted thirteen years.This 

might appear to militate against a theory of the continuing independence 

of Tyre, but the same passage states that he gained nothing from it (Ezek. 

29:17-18), and Josephus makes no mention of an actual fall of the city. 

It is possible therefore that these cities retained their independence, that 

their kings were in Babylon for diplomatic reasons and not as detainees, 

Istanbul Prism 7834 (p. 408 n. 278), v 23-7 (a 44, 308; a 762, 282-94). 

20 Contra Apionem i.i 56. 21 cf. a 915. 
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and that in this role they played some part in the ceremonial of the court. 

To the east, the two kingdoms of Ammon and Moab may have lost 

their independence in 582/581, if the account of Josephus is accepted. 

Edom, being furthest south, may have escaped conquest at that time, and 

indeed in the apocryphal book I Esdras it is stated that the Edomites set 

fire to the Jerusalem Temple when the Chaldaeans devastated Judah (I 

Esdr. 4:45).22 Possible support for this is found in the book of Obadiah, 

though uncertainty concerning the dating of this book and the interpre¬ 

tation of the text makes this a debatable witness. This very short book 

gives no obvious clues to the date of its composition, and views have 

ranged from the ninth to the fifth century. A reasonable case can be made 

for a post-Exilic date,^^ perhaps in the late sixth or the early fifth century 

B.C., in which case the substantial part of it which consists of a 

condemnation of Edom may give some historical information concern¬ 

ing the time of the Babylonian invasion, then in the not too distant past. 

One verse which may refer to the destruction of Jerusalem in 5 86 speaks 

of Edom as standing, literally ‘from opposite’, taken by some commen¬ 

tators to mean ‘aloof’, possibly indicating a failure to lend aid, and after 

referring to looting and occupation concludes ‘also you like one of 

them’, which could presumably indicate participation in the destruction 

(Obad. 11).2^ A clearer indicadon of the attitude of the Edomites is given 

in the famous Exilic Psalm which begins ‘By the rivers of Babylon we sat 

down and wept when we remembered Zion’, and goes on to recall that at 

the time of the fall of Jerusalem the Edomites had said ‘Down with it, 

down with it, down to its very foundations!’ (Ps. 137:7). Whether the 

statement in Jeremiah referred to above, that there were Jewish refugees 

in Edom, would militate against this interpretation is not clear. The 

passage merely states that the Jews were ‘in’ Ammon,^^ Moab, and 

Edom (Jer. 40: i i-i 2), so they might have been making the best of what 

refuge they could find without regard to the stance of the rulers. At all 

events the Edomites were ready to take advantage of Judah if the 

opportunity arose, and another statement in Esdras to the effect that at 

the end of the sixth century Darius gave orders that the Edomites should 

give up the villages which they had taken over from the Jews (I Esdras 

4:50) may well reflect the beginning of Edomite encroachment into 

southern Judah, an area later called Idumaea because of their presence 

there. This western movement was occasioned, to a considerable extent. 

22 Cf. B 238, 15, 56-7; and see below. 

22 B 29, 129-33; see also b 120, 401—3; b 126, 438-40; b 147, 893—903. 

2^ Cf. B 342, 241; and see b 29, 1^4-^. 

25 The distinction of hene-^ammon as against plain and in Jer. 40: 11 has no significance 

because Ammon is always mentioned in this form in the O.T.; cf. the Assyrian use of BIt-Amman as 

against Ma^ab and Udumu. 
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by the infiltration into Edom proper of the Arab groups who were later 

known as Nabataeans.2* 

It has been argued that the apocryphal book I Esdras, which sets out 

to narrate the history of Judah from about 620 to 450 (Josiah to Ezra), 

has value as a historical source.^^ That it includes fictional material is 

clear from the so-called ‘Story of the Bodyguards [or Pages]’ (3:1—4:63), 

the account of a Wisdom Contest from which Zerubbabel emerges as the 

victor and is rewarded with permission to return to Judah.28 Thus it can 

only be used selectively, but it is nevertheless necessary to take it into 

account alongside the traditional text of Ezra-Nehemiah. 

For the latter part of the Neo-Babylonian period information once 

again becomes available from the Babylonian Chronicle, the previous 

surviving part of which had ended with the year 595. This source 

suggests that Nabonidus had begun campaigning to the west in his first 

year, and that in his third year, that is in early 5 5 2, he ‘encamped against’ 

... du-um-mu in the west (Amurru).^^ It is reasonable to restore this place 

name as ‘Edom’,20 probably preceded by the city determinative, signify¬ 

ing that Nabonidus laid siege to the principal city of the kingdom. It is 

not clear what was the capital of Edom at that period, but excavations at 

Buseirah, the site of Bozrah, one of the major Edomite centres, show 

signs of destruction and burning which might date from this time,^' and 

the destruction of level IV at Tell el-Kheleifeh22 on the Gulf of'Aqaba 

may also have resulted from this campaign. The Babylonian Chronicle 

goes on to name another city which was apparently taken, but none of 

the possible readings of the name can be identified with any existing site. 

Whether this campaign had any effect on the hill country of Judah is 

unknown, but it is doubtful, because Nabonidus would have had no 

need to divert his troops in that direction. There follows a lacuna in the 

Babylonian Chronicle until Nabonidus’ sixth year (550/549), during 

which Cyrus’ conquest of Ecbatana is described as having taken place. In 

the following year (549/548), Nabonidus is said to have been in Tema. 

According to the implication of another text, one probably composed in 

the time of Cyrus to criticize the conduct of Nabonidus, he led an army 

from Harran in north Syria to Tema where many of the inhabitants, 

including the local king, were killed and the city completely taken over.22 

It was presumably during this expedition, when Nabonidus had to pass 

26 B 58, 33-*5; B 59, 62-6. See however b 107 fora different interpretation. 

27 B 98, 7-9; B 101, 373; B i82A; B 183. ScC also B 167, 1^0-4; B 238, 5-7, I J-16. 

28 See B 238, 5 3 and nn. i~2. 

29 Nabonidus Chronicle (Chronicle 7; a 25, 21—2, 104—11; a 44, 30J—7; a 900, 98-123), i 14-17. 

^ A 25, 282. B 62; and see b 59, 34“5* B 49 7^71 B 540> 442- . 

Persian Verse Account of Nabonidus (a 900,27-97), ii 2-32. The text reflects the Persian point 

of view, but is in Akkadian. On Nabonidus in Tema see pp. 246—8 above and pp. 425-6 below. 
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through Edomite territory, that the Edomite city was besieged. No 

evidence has survived concerning events during the last decade of Neo- 

Babylonian rule in Palestine. 

II. THE JEWISH EXILE IN BABYLONIA 

With forcible transportation of the leading figures of Judah to Babylon 

in 597 and 586, and of further population in 582/581, a considerable 

settlement was formed in this place of exile, many members of which 

remained there permanently. Those who had come in 597 seem to have 

been comparatively well treated, and Jehoiachin himself is known from 

Babylonian documents to have received regular provisions. Jehoiachin’s 

name appears also in the Old Testament as Jeconiah and Coniah,^'' and it 

is found variously spelt on four cuneiform tablets from an extensive, 

largely unpublished, archive found at Babylon, which gives details of 

rations issued to foreigners, presumably internees, during the period 

from Nebuchadrezzar’s tenth to thirty-fifth years (595—570). The four 

tablets in question designate Jehoiachin ‘king’^s of Judah {ia-a-hu-dulia- 

ku-du), and refer also to rations issued to ‘five sons of the king of Judah, 

in the hands of Qenaiah [qa-na-a-majqa-na-^a-a-maYThese tablets 

appear to belong to the earlier part of the period of the archive, one of 

them giving the year as Nebuchadrezzar’s thirteenth, 592, and though on 

this tablet the number of sons is damaged, it cannot be restored as less 

than ‘ 5 ’,3’ and on one of the others the numeral ‘ 5 ’ is twice preserved 

complete.38 This shows that Jehoiachin already had five of his seven sons 

(I Chron. 3:17—18)3^ by 592, when he must have been only twenty-three 

or twenty-four years old,‘*‘3 a situation not abnormal in days of early 

marriage, but a further indication of the easy conditions of the detention, 

in which man and wife were evidently permitted to remain together. 

Thirty years later he is described by Kings as confined in a place of 

detention, and as wearing prison clothing (II Ki. 25:27—9), so it may be 

that the commodious internment implied by these ration tablets was 

ended by Nebuchadrezzar in 586, when he was obliged to deal much 

more severely with Judah, and Jehoiachin may have suffered from the 

^ 'QTisiczWyy(h)ji>-jkn^vid (y)kn-yh(n>). For references see b 8i, 220; and in general b 25 5, 202 and 

n. I. 

35 Once, presumbly by mistake, ‘son of the king of Judah* (a 923, 925—7, Babylon 28186 rev. ii 

17)- 

36 A 44,308; A 923, 925—7; B 131, 78—9, no. 46; B 559,84-6. Cf. A 948, 38-9; B 22. On Babylonian 

-(ia\^a)-a-ma for Hebrew -yaw, the late form of -yabu, ‘-iah*, see A 948, 8; CAH iiRi, 461 n. 149. 

37 A 923, 925 (Babylon 28178 ii 39). 38 ^ ^23, 926 (Babylon 28186 ii 11, 18). 

39 For a convenient list see b 236 i, 22. 

^ He was eighteen at the time of his accession (II Ki. 24: 18) in December 598, so he would have 

been twenty-four by December 592. The ‘eight years old* in II Chron. 36: 9 is presumably a scribal 

error. 
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imprudence of his fellow countrymen in Palestine. In one instance where 

Jehoiachin and his five sons are mentioned in the ration lists a reference 

follows to the issue of grain to ‘8 men, Jews \ia-a-hu-da-a-a\possibly 

members of his court who were permitted to be with him. 

At this point it has been convenient, quite arbitrarily, to introduce the 

term ‘Jew’, which derives ultimately from hfumMcyehuddy ‘Judaean’, by 

way of Greek ^lovSaios, Latin ludaeus, and Old French etc., to 

distinguish the expatriate Judaean from the man still resident in Judah. 

Another individual, Ur-milki, is designated Jew on one of the tablets,“*2 

and the same tablet lists two others, Shelemiah, a gardener, and 

Semakiah, whose names identify them as Jews, and who are listed in the 

same part of the tablet as Jehoiachin."*^ Other West Semites accounted 

for in these ration lists included 90 sailors and 126 men of unspecified 

trade from Tyre, all unnamed, 8 carpenters from By bios, likewise 

unnamed, j from Arvad,"*"* and a man named Gadi-ilu whose country of 

origin is largely broken away. Outside this archive there is further 

limited evidence for West Semites in Babylonia in the seventh and sixth 

centuries. The seventh-century scaraboid seal of a Phoenician named 

Shebak ben Elisha was found, without context, at Ur."*® A small number 

of seventh-century seals suggest the presence in Babylonia of men from 

the kingdoms of Transjordan:^ two Moabite seals from Ur and Telloh 

inscribed, respectively, Kamoshnathan and Baalnathan,^’ and an Edo¬ 

mite seal from Babylon itself, inscribed ‘Belonging to Qaus-gabri’, a 

name already known as that of the king of Edom in the time of 

Ashurbanipal."*® These may have been the seals of merchants but, in view 

of the repeated westward military operations of the Assyrians and 

Babylonians, forced service as mercenaries, or plain deportation, cannot 

be ruled out as the origin of their presence there. The woman owner of a 

late seventh-century scaraboid seal of unknown provenance may have 

been the descendant of a Judaean who came to Mesopotamia in the 

earlier part of the century. This seal, inscribed ‘Belonging to 

Yehoyishma, daughter of Shamash-shar-usur’"*’ displays the Judaean 

A 923, 92J (Babylon 28178 ii 40). 

A 923, 927 (Babylon 28122 rev, 13 and probably obv. ii). 

A 923, 927-8 (Babylon 28122 obv. 28, 51, and rev. 22); see also a 948, 39, 

** A 923, 928-9. 

A 943,122, pi. 30 (U. 16803); A 866, 156; A 948,45-6; L. Legrain, Sea/Cj/inders (\JE x; London 

and Philadelphia, 1951), no. 376. For other Phoenicians in Babylonia see a 945, 59-61. 

^ The acquisition of an Ammonite seal (a 948,43; b 129; b i 37, 64 no. 15) in Baghdad cannot be 

taken as evidence of Babylonian provenance. For the seal of a possible Assyrianized Ammonite see b 

42, 222—8, pi. 40B-D; b 157, 62 no. 9; B 302; b 521 no. 223. 

A 943, 52,109 (U. 5 20, wrongly quoted as U. 326); b 157,156 no. 5; b 282, pi. 30. AIsob 135,42; 

B 157, 158 no. 8; B 321, 368 nos. 81-2. See also a 945, 62. 

B 166, 44 no. 186, pi. 9. See p. 332 and n. 58 above. 

A 948,40; B42,229-50, pi. 40E; B 157,123 no. 98; B 321,383 no. 226. B42 favours the later date, 

about 340 B.C. 
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spelling in the name of the owner, while her father’s name was 

Assyrian, possibly implying that he was born of a Hebrew father who 

was in Assyrian service.That such Judaeans were brought back to 

Assyria following Sennacherib’s invasion in 701 is shown by the 

Assyrian reliefs,^^ and it may be that other Judaeans were made to come 

to Assyria following Ashurbanipal’s western campaign of 667/666.^^ 

Whether there was contact between these Jews in Assyria and the new 

arrivals in Babylonia is unknown. 

According to the Book of Daniel, selected Jews among the exiles were 

favoured by the Babylonians and given Babylonian names, and though, 

as has been said, many scholars would reject the book as a historical 

source, it has been argued that the new names given to Daniel, Hananiah, 

and Mishael, namely Belteshazzar, Shadrach, and Meshach, represent the 

plausible though not actually attested Neo-Babylonian names Belet- 

sarra-usur, Saduraku, and Mesaku, while that of Azariah, namely Abed- 

nego, might be the result of Aramaizing word play on Arad-Nabu.^'* 

These individuals have not been traced in the cuneiform sources, and 

others renamed in the same way would, of course, be unrecognizable as 

Jews. 

The Babylonian ration tablets show that among Jehoiachin’s fellow 

detainees were a number of other westerners, including Egyptians,^^ 

and, from nearer home, Philistines from Ashkelon.^^ Among these 

Philistines were two sons of a king named Aga, presumably the second 

or third successor of Metinti,^^ and rations are recorded for eight 

foremen (LU.SAG) of the Ashkelonites, implying a considerable con¬ 

tingent, as well as a number (damaged) of head musicians, and three 

sailors. 

The journey of the Jews to Babylonia in 597, and the problems of 

adjustment which confronted them there, exacerbated by the rebellion in 

the heart of Babylonia in late 595 to early 594 which Nebuchadrezzar 

only put down with much loss of life,^® evidently left them a ready prey 

to assurances from some among their number that they would soon be 

able to return home, and that it was therefore unnecessary for them to 

make any effort to establish themselves. It seems that news of this unrest 

reached Judah, for Jeremiah is said to have felt impelled to send a letter 

by the hand of two envoys who were travelling to Babylon, probably in 

594, on a mission from Zedekiah to Nebuchadrezzar (Jer. 29:1—3). In 

^ See I, 472. 

For instances of fathers with Phoenician names having sons with Assyrian names see a 945,59. 

52 See pp. 360-1 above. 

53 See p. 378 above, and for another possible Jew in seventh-century Babylonia see a 948,34-5. 

5^ B 66. 55 A 923, 930-2. See also A 1003, 172—3. 

56 A 923, 928. See also a 945, 61. 57 pp^ above. 

58 See p. 233 above, and a 932,36-7. 
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this letter he transmitted a message from Yahweh, urging the exiles to 

reconcile themselves to a long stay, to build houses, plant gardens and 

settle down to family life, paying no attention to lying prophets and 

diviners (Jer. 29:4—20). This message seems to have elicited a response in 

the form of a letter from one of the criticized prophets in Babylon, calling 

on the Jerusalem authorities to silence Jeremiah (Jer. 29:24-9). This 

remonstrance was evidently ignored, because later in 5 94 when Zedek- 

iah himself went to Babylon^® Jeremiah was able to entrust another 

document to Saraiah ben Neriah, who was to accompany the king on his 

journey (Jer. 51:59). This man, who was very possibly the brother of 

Jeremiah’s faithful friend Baruch, is described as the sar-menuha, ‘ruler of 

the resting-place’ or ‘bivouac commander’ of the king,^° an appropriate 

officer for the journey. It may be that a seal of unknown provenance 

which has come to light, inscribed ‘Belonging to Saraiah [ben] Neriah’,®' 

was his own personal seal. Jeremiah’s written message predicted the fall 

of Babylon, and he requested Saraiah to weight it with a stone after 

reading it aloud, and to let it sink in the Euphrates as a symbol of the end 

of Babylon (Jer. 51:6o-4). The message was therefore that the exile in 

Babylon would eventually end, and this element also appears in the 

teaching of Jeremiah’s younger contemporary, Ezekiel, who had been 

taken to Babylon with the great deportation of 597.®^ According to the 

book which bears his name, he began seeing divine visions in the fifth 

year of Jehoiachin’s exile, 595 (Ezek. 1:1,3),®^ the year following the 

reading of Jeremiah’s second message. This passage gives an indication 

of the area in which the exiles had been settled for it states that Ezekiel 

was among the gola, the deportees, by the nehar kebar, probably the 

Kabaru canal, which is known from the Murashu archives of the fifth 

century to have been within the commercial orbit of Nippur,®"* and 

indeed, though the Murashu family were themselves Babylonians, a 

number of Jews were involved in the business transactions recorded in 

these documents. Twenty-four distinct names, probably representing a 

considerably larger number of individuals, are identified as certainly 

Jewish by the elements Jeho- or -iah,®® and among the large number of 

other individuals with West Semitic names there were no doubt many 

other Jews. 

The area of Jewish dispersal in Babylonia is unknown from contem¬ 

porary sources, but a possible clue to the distribution of Jewish 

” See p. 402 above. “ See b 77A, 210. b 45, 56, pi. ijo; b 46, pi. i: 5. 

“ b :27, 316-21; B 273, 284-7. Also on the Book of Eaekiel see B 120, 565-82; b 127, 403-17; b 

147, 822-55. “ See B 306, 163. On ‘thirtieth year’ in Ezek. i: i, see b 91, 6—7. 

BE 9, nos. 4; 9 and 84: 2 and see pp. 28, 76; G. Cardascia, Les archives des Muralu (Paris, 1951) 

108-9. suggestions on the location of the Kabaru canal see b 258, 327-8. 

“ B 90, 49-53. See also p. 418 n. 36 above. 
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settlement is to be found in the situation existing in the early centuries of 

the Christian era, as deduced from the Talmudic sources. According to 

this evidence the Jews were situated in an area extending roughly from 

Hit and Ba'^quba in the north to about Kill and Kut al-Amara in the 

south, with concentrations in a number of towns, notably Pumbaditha, 

Nehardea, Hagronia, Mata-Mahasia, Sura, Neresh, and Kaphri on or 

near the Euphrates.While there was no doubt some movement in the 

area of settlement during the half millennium since the sixth century b.c., 

and indeed only one of these towns, Nehardea, is mentioned in earlier 

sources and then only of the first century a.d.,^'^ it is reasonable to assume 

that the main distribution was similar. If this is accepted, this later 

evidence would seem to suggest that the majority of the Jews were 

located to the north of Babylon, with smaller numbers to the south. 

A possible indication of the conditions of settlement of the deportees 

is found in some of the names of Jewish settlements. A Jewish settlement 

on the Kabaru canal, tel ^abih, meaning literally ‘mound of ears [of 

grain]’, and the scene of some of Ezekiel’s activities (Ezek. 5:15), may 

have been an ironical Hebraized version of the Akkadian designation til 

abubi, ‘mound of the deluge’, applied to settlement mounds abandoned 

because of destruction, as the Babylonians thought, by the great 

mythological deluge,** implying that the Jews were obliged to settle on 

such inferior sites. Other, less subtle, instances are tel melah, ‘mound of 

salt’ and tel harSa, possibly ‘mound of the potsherd’ (Ezra 2:59;! Esdras 

5:36), which imply a site abandoned because of over-salinization, and 

one strewn with the sherds of early settlement.*® It is probable that for 

some time after their arrival in Babylonia, the Jews were mainly engaged 

in agriculture with the necessary ancillary crafts, and though, as the 

Murashu archives show, they were involved in commerce by the next 

century, they appear still to have been only producers, the town life of 

the Talmudic period being probably a later development. 

In the period before the final destruction of Jerusalem in 586, Ezekiel 

pressed upon his fellow exiles the same message as that sent by Jeremiah, 

that there was no prospect of an early return to Palestine, and that 

Jerusalem was due to suffer destruction (Ezek. 1:1-23:49). The book 

then states that on 15 January 588,™ the word of Yahweh came to 

Ezekiel instructing him to record the date in writing as that on which the 

king of Babylon had laid siege to Jerusalem (Ezek. 24:1, 2). Three years 

later, in January 585, almost five months after the fall of the city, a 

fugitive from Jerusalem reached the exiles in Babylonia with the news 

^ B 251, 6—7, and map at front; 6258, 215^518, and map at end. 

Jos. Ant. ]ud. XVI11.311, etc. 

^ A 42,1 (a/i), 78; b 91,42; G. R. Driver and J.C Miles, Tbe Babylonian Laws i {Oxford, 1952) 299 

n. I. B 65, 162. B 306, 168. 
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(Ezek. 53:21)7’ If this lapse of time is accurately recorded, it suggests 

that there was little regular contact at this time between Babylon, where 

Jehoiachin and his circle were detained, and the Jewish settlements 

further south. The news must have reached Babylon before Ezekiel 

heard it, and this may support the suggestion that, with the eruption of 

further trouble in Jerusalem, Nebuchadrezzar is hkely to have placed 

Jehoiachin in much closer and harsher confinement, effectively cutting 

him and the others interned with him in Babylon off from contact with 

the rural exiles. In the years following the second fall of Jerusalem, 

Ezekiel’s message turned more to the future restoration of Israel (Ezek. 

33:1—48:3 5), most vividly depicted in the image of a valley of dry bones, 

representing the present state of the people, which could be clothed with 

flesh by the power of Yahweh, and, as the final act of regeneration, filled 

with his spirit (Ezek. 37:1-14). The final part of this latter section of the 

book contains the account of a vision, dated by the prophet to 573, in 

which he was conveyed to Palestine to see an ideal Temple which 

figuratively represented the people of God restored to his favour (Ezek. 

40:1-48:35). 

The forty-three years’ reign of Nebuchadrezzar, for the last thirty-two 

of which the Babylonian Chronicle is lacking, ended with his death in 

late 362, when he was succeeded by his son Amel-Marduk.’’^ The Book 

of Kings makes brief mention of this year when, in an appendix, it states 

that at the beginning of his reign, ^eml merddak, the Evil-Merodach of the 

English versions, released Jehoiachin from prison, recognized his royal 

status, and changed his prison clothing, perhaps from plain dress to the 

type of elaborately decorated garments which are known from bas- 

reliefs and frescoes to have been worn by the Assyrian king and his court, 

and which may reasonably be assumed in Babylon. Jehoiachin was once 

again given regular provisions, as at the beginning of his detention, and 

was evidently admitted to the king’s banqueting chamber (II Ki. 

25:27-30). 

This appendix to Kings closes the book and gives some indication of 

the date of its compilation. Apart from this appendix the material 

concludes with the fall of Jerusalem in 5 86, and since there is no mention 

of, or even allusion to, the Persian conquest of Babylon in 5 39 it is 

reasonable to conclude that the compilation took place between 5 86 and 

5 39. The main aim of the compilers appears to have been to demonstrate 

what had led up to the fall of the kingdom, and not merely to make a 

continuous record of events without regard to the spiritual or moral 

lessons conveyed. If this is correct, the silence of the narrative concern- 

B 306, 169. ’2 Sec A 877, 12; B 506, 172; and cf. a 887, 28-31. 
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ing events after the final fall of Jerusalem does not necessarily mean that 

the compilation was done in the years immediately following 586. 

It is nevertheless arguable that, allowing for a time for recovery from 

the shock, the period of perhaps twenty years following 5 86, when the 

bitter memory was still green, is the most plausible time of compilation, 

the appendix concerning 5 61 having been added when news of that event 

became known. 

Whether the compilation was done in Babylonia, where so many of 

the elite were detained, or in Palestine, where the numbers of those 

capable of such a task had been severely depleted, is unknown. While it 

might appear, facie, more probable that the work would have been 

done in Babylonia, it may be questioned whether the exiles are likely to 

have been able, or indeed to have been permitted, to transport to 

Babylonia the documents which the compilers, by their own account, 

used in preparing the text.'^J According to the Biblical documents, 

Jeremiah, who had consistently urged submission to the Babylonians, 

had been permitted to remain in Palestine, and it may be that others who 

took this view were also allowed to stay. The compiler of Kings certainly 

took the same clear-sighted and critical view of the failings of the rulers 

and people during the period of the monarchy as that found in the 

prophetic literature, and this might support the suggestion that the final 

composition of Kings was the work of prophetic writers.'^'' The evidence 

is not sufficient to settle the matter, and it remains a subject for 
speculation.'^s 

It is in the period of the exile in Babylon that some of the events 

narrated in the Book of Daniel are set, but since the authenticity of the 

material found in it is widely questioned, it will not be used here as a 

historical source. The latter part of the Book of Isaiah will equally be left 

aside as a source for this period, since there is disagreement concerning 

its date of composition. It is worth noting, however, that in this part of 

the book Cyrus is mentioned by name [koref) as the agent of Yahweh’s 

purpose, and is indeed designated maUah, ‘anointed one’ and rd^eh, 

‘shepherd’ (Is. 44:28; 45:1). 

One possible new religious development in this period was the 

synagogue. This institution, familiar in later Judaism as a meeting place 

for public scripture reading and prayer, was well established by New 

Testament times, but there is no specific evidence concerning its origin. 

The name auvaycuyij for the building in which meetings were held is not 

attested in this sense until the New Testament, and its Hebrew 

counterpart, bit hakklmset, is not found before the Mishnaic period. 

Archaeological remains of actual synagogue buildings do not go back 

’3 See CAH I, 441. Sec C/4H 445. ’5 $0684,64-8. 
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before the first century b.c., and inscriptions only carry the evidence 

back to the third century.'^* Moreover, a general consideration against 

the probability of pre-Exilic synagogues in Palestine is the fact that the 

Jewish colony at Elephantine in Egypt, the foundation of which post¬ 

dated the fall of Jerusalem, had established an unorthodox temple to 

Yahweh there, and evidently knew nothing of synagogues.’’ In the 

Septuagint the word awayoiy-^, which occurs over 200 times, almost 

always refers to a group of people, in the sense ‘assembly’, ‘congre¬ 

gation’ or the like, most commonly translating Hebrew ’^eda and qdhdl, 

and practically never refers to a building.’® This usage, which goes back 

to the third century b.c., indicates that the synagogue institution was, at 

the beginning of its history, simply a gathering of people, either in a 

private residence, or even in the open air, and that the construction of a 

building for the purpose was a later development. It can only be 

speculation that this beginning took place in the Babylonia of the Exile.’® 

The sources give no further direct information about the history of 

the Jewish exiles in Babylonia during the twenty-two years between the 

release of Jehoiachin and the Persian conquest in 539. A possible 

indication of an extension of Jewish settlement in a new quarter is found, 

however, in the documents of Nabonidus. Having taken Tema in the 

Hijaz of Arabia, he spent about a decade there during the years 552-5 40®° 

and, in an inscription from Harran found duplicated on two stone stelae, 

he claims to have moved around among a number of cities in the area, 

implying some sort of military dominance, involving perhaps the 

establishment of garrison troops in them.®’ With the exception of ladihu, 

the location of which is uncertain, these cities may be identified, 

respectively, with the Arabic Tayma^ al-'Ula (Biblical Dedan), Fadak, 

Khaybar, and Yathrib (later renamed Medina).®2 It is clear from early 

Islamic sources that Tayma^ al-‘^Ula, Fadak, Khaybar, and Yathrib were 

all centres of Jewish settlement in the sixth and seventh centuries a.d.,®® 

and it has been plausibly argued that this coincidence of the existence of 

later Jewish colonies at the very sites earlier controlled by Nabonidus 

may be evidence that he had made use of Jewish contingents recruited 

from among the exiles in Babylonia to help to garrison outposts at these 

sites in the Hijaz.®^ This hypothesis leaves, of course, an unfilled gap of 

over a millennium, but very tenuous support is perhaps to be found in a 

B 280, 218-21; B 286 II, 425; B 289, 18—50. 

^ On the origin of the synagogue in general see B4, 52-5; b 109,345—4; b 182 vii, 810-12; b 280, 

215-29; B 286 II, 425-7. "^8 B 150 II, 1509-10; B 182 VII, 802— 

For arguments for a later date see b 125,96-8. See conveniently b 190. 

8* A 44, 562; A 362, 58-9; A 886, 220-4; B *5*. f'O- 47- a 562, 80-4; B 558, 91. 

8^ See in M. T. Houtsma etal. (eds.) The En^cbpaedia of Islam (Leiden and London, 1951-4) iv, 

622; II, 55; II, 870; and III, 83—5 respectively; and in general see a 562, 79-89; H. Lammens, Islam: 

Beliefs and Institutions (London, 1929) 4—5, 21—2. 

8^ A 362, 85—8. See B 64; B 64A; B 358, 91 n. 23. 
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fragment of an Aramaic papyrus from Qumran, dating from about the 

early first century a.d., possibly a copy of an earlier text, which purports 

to record the words of a prayer of Nabonidus {nbnj) concerning the 

curing of an inflammation which he suffered in Tema {tjmn) by the skill 

of an exorcist {g^r), presumably resident there, who is described as a Jew 

{jhwdy).^^ 
Nabonidus, the last king of the Neo-Babylonian dynasty, was over¬ 

thrown in 5 3 9 by Cyrus, who instituted more liberal measures towards 

the peoples who formed part of the Babylonian empire. According to his 

own account in a cylinder inscription from Babylon,^6 Cyrus brought 

material rehef to the inhabitants of Babylon itself, and in the general area 

of Babylonia, Assyria and western Iran he returned to their proper 

temples the divine images {ilant) which Nabonidus had collected in the 

city, arranging at the same time for the restoration of these temples, and 

also organizing the return of the people to their homelands.®^ Though 

this text refers only to Mesopotamia and Iran, it is reasonable to assume 

that similar provision was made throughout the empire. It is in this light 

that an Aramaic document, transcribed in the Old Testament and 

described as a ‘scroll’ {megilla-, Ezra 6:3-5; I Esdras 6:23—5) is to be 

understood. The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, which cover the period 

from the conquest of Cyrus to the latter part of the fifth century b.c., now 

become significant for the history of the Jewish people. These books, 

treated as one in Rabbinic tradition,®® consist essentially of the personal 

memoirs of the fifth-century Jewish leaders Ezra and Nehemiah, 

together with material dealing with the fairly recent past,®’ all this having 

been brought together in more or less its present form by about the end 

of the fifth century.” 

The scroll transcribed in Ezra 6 is said to have been found in 

Ecbatana not long after 512, during the reign of Darius I (Ezra 6:1-2; I 

Esdras 6:22). It was labelled ‘Memorandum’, and stated that in his first 

year (538/537) Cyrus issued an order that the ‘House of God’ in 

Jerusalem be rebuilt, following the lines of its original foundations (Ezra 

6:3).’^ Overall dimensions and certain details of construction were 

specified, and an official subsidy and the return to Jerusalem of the gold 

and silver vessels which Nebuchadrezzar had removed half a century 

before were authorized. When he had entered Babylon in 5 39, Cyrus had 

B 119, 321—5; B 148, 178-9; B 322, 229; B 325, 72—3; B. Jongeling <7/, Aramaic Textsfrom 

Qumran with Translations and Annotations (Semitic Study Series 4) (Leiden, 1976), 123—31. 

BM 90920, Cyrus Cylinder (a 44, 315-16; a 929, xi, 2-9; b 55 no. 21; b66; b 131, 82-4, no. 50; b 

339, 92—4). 87 Cyrus Cylinder, 30-4. On ‘homeland’ see a 42, 3 (d), 19, dadmu. 

88 Baba Bathra 14b and 15a (I. Epstein, The Babylonian Talmud. Seder Nei(ikim, iii: Baba Batbra i 

(London, 1935) 71-2; B 196, 51-3). 89 See b 237, xlviii-1, 

^ B 257, Ixviii—Ixx. See also in general b 120, 541—57; b 147, 1135—51. 

The base form ‘foundations’, being an Akkadian loanword uifu\ see a 5 2,1442; b 174,110. 
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adopted the city as his second capital and had shown great respect for its 

ancient civilization and religion. His order that the rebuilt Temple in 

Jerusalem should follow the original foundations may well have been a 

reflection of this, for this was a long-standing aspiration in Babylonian 

temple building. Cyrus retained Ecbatana as his summer capital, so it is 

likely that a separate archive would have been maintained there, and, 

though the official archives in Babylon and Susa, and later in Persepolis, 

were kept in cuneiform on clay tablets, it is plausible that a copy of an 

order issued in Babylon, which was to be carried over 500 km to 

Ecbatana, should have been made in Aramaic (the well estabhshed lingua 

franca of the Near East) on papyrus, which, though probably not grown 

in Babylonia at that time, was certainly known as an import.’^ 

The form of Aramaic preserved in the putative transcription of this 

document of Cyrus exhibits, as do the other passages of Aramaic in the 

Book of Ezra, certain characteristics which appear to point to a date later 

than the fifth century b.c. The spelling dikron (memorandum), for 

instance, matches dkrn found in Nabatean, Palmyrene and Hatrean, 

rather than the ^krn of Old and Imperial Aramaic. These characteristics 

may, however, be simply the result of later scribal revision or moderniza¬ 

tion of the spelling, of a kind commonly introduced in written texts 

which are copied and recopied over a long period. Though dissentient 

opinions remain, it is a tenable view, therefore, that the Aramaic of the 

Old Testament could have originated in the late sixth or fifth century 

B.c.^^ It is thus reasonable to take Ezra 6:5—5 ^ reliable transcription of 

an ancient document issued by Cyrus. 

The Hebrew part of the Book of Ezra begins with an account of what 

is described as a proclamation made by Cyrus throughout his kingdom, 

which gives substantially the same command but in language perhaps 

more suited to a verbal proclamation, literally ‘causing a voice to pass’ 

than to a written archive. In the proclamation Cyrus is quoted as 

declaring that Yahweh, God of the heavens, had given him all the 

kingdoms of the earth and had appointed him to build a house for him in 

Jerusalem in Judah. He called upon the Jews to go to Jerusalem in order 

to undertake this rebuilding, and those who chose not to go he invited to 

contribute towards the needs of the work (Ezra 1:1—4; I Esdras 2:1—6).®'' 

The claim that this was done by the favour and under the direction of 

Yahweh is paralleled by the statements in his cylinder inscription that he 

conquered Babylonia and introduced his reforms under similar guidance 

from Marduk, the king of the gods and great lord.®^ 

^ On papyrus see a 37 ii, 343-4; a 52,748 nianr^ N. Lewis, Papjrus in Classical Antiquity {Oylozd, 

1974) lo-ii, 84~j. 

See B 279, 60-71 (63—5 on Ezra); b 341, 31—79 (on Daniel); b i88a, 399-403. 

9^ For a discussion of Ezra i: 1—4 see b 68a; and cf. b 238, 36-7. 

95 Cyrus Cylinder (n. 86 above), 7, 14, 23, 26, 33. 
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The response to this proclamation was, according to the Book of 

Ezra, good. It states that heads of families and priests and Levites took 

steps to travel to Jerusalem to rebuild the Temple, and others who did 

not choose to go donated treasure in kind, including gold and silver 

vessels as well as livestock (Ezra 1:5—6; I Esdras 2:7-8). Cyrus had the 

Temple equipment, which had been taken to Babylon by Nebuchadrez- 

zar,®6 counted out by the treasurer^^ Mithredath’® to Sheshbazzar, who is 

called the nasf of Judah. The term msf is used in the Pentateuch and 

Joshua in something of the sense of an elected chieftain, and then after a 

virtual break in usage in texts dealing with the period of the monarchy it 

is again found in the Book of Ezekiel, but in the modified sense of the 

ruler of a small state - as opposed to the melek, ‘king’, of a major state - 

and also of the ideal future ruler of Judah.It would appear from this 

that Sheshbazzar may have been the acknowledged leader of the Jewish 

exiles, but on the grounds of merit rather than heredity, and that the 

designation nasf was a reflection of his status among the Jews rather 

than an official title. According to a statement of the Jewish elders in 

Palestine in the time of Darius I, and reported to him by Tattenai, the 

governor {peljo) of the province eber nari,'^°° Cyrus had appointed 

Sheshbazzar governor {pe^a), presumably of Judaea, though this must 

have been a loose, rather than a precise use of the term’®’ (Ezra 5:6-17; I 

Esdras 6:1-21). It has been argued that he is to be identified with 

Shenazzar, who is listed as the fourth son of Jehoiachin (I Chron. 3:17- 

18),’02 and who must have been in his mid-fifties by this time, but this is 

unlikely.’03 It is probable that Jehoiachin, who would have been about 

seventy-eight years old,’04 was too infirm (if he were not indeed already 

dead) to take an active part in any arrangements to return to Palestine, 

and that none of his sons, who must have been well into middle age, was 

man enough for the task. There was, however, a representative of the 

Judaean royal line among those who returned to Palestine in the person 

of Zerubbabel, who is described as the son of Shealtiel (Ezra 3:2, 8; 5:2; I 

Esdras 5:47, 54; 6:2; Neh. 12:1; Hagg. 1:12, 14; 2:2, 23), who was, 

according to Chronicles, one of the sons of Jehoiachin (I Chron. 3:17). 

This passage in Chronicles goes on to describe Zerubbabel as the son of 

Pedaiah (I Chron. 3:19) rather than Shealtiel, but since according to the 

sequence of names Shealtiel was the eldest and Pedaiah the third son, it 

^ See p. 408 above, and cf. b 238, 37-8. 

^ Gi^ar, Old Persian *ganv^a-hara-. a 358, 77 n. 2; b 122, 5 5; b 524, 42; W, Brandenstein and M. 

Mayrhofer, Handbucb des Altpersischen (Wiesbaden, 1964) 120. 

^ Cf. the name Mitrada (a diminutive of Mithra-data) in the cuneiform archives from Persepolis: 

M. Mayrhofer, OnomasHca Persepolitana (Vienna, 1975) 207, 282. B 295. 

See p. 434 below. On which see p. 542 n. 150 above. 

*02 B 19, 108-10; B 27, 86. B 65. 

He was eighteen in December 598 (II Ki. 24: 8 and b 506, 168), so seventy-eight in 5 38. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



BEGINNING OF THE DIASPORA IN EGYPT 429 

could be that Zerubbabel was the physical son of Pedaiah, born to him by 

a widow of Shealtiel, but raised up in the name of the latter, according to 

the provisions of levirate marriage (cf. Deut. 25:5—lo).*®^ Zerubbabel, 

like many other Jews in Babylonia, particularly those born in exile and 

including some others among those who returned to Palestine, bore a 

Babylonian name.**^ According to I Esdras the Temple treasure was 

handed over to ‘Zorobabel and Sanabassarus’ (6; 18). This may reflect an 

accurate record of the event and show that Zerubbabel, though junior to 

Sheshbazzar, was playing a significant part before the departure from 

Babylon. 

III. THE BEGINNING OF THE JEWISH DIASPORA IN EGYPT 

When Johanan ben Kareah took the survivors of Gedaliah’s court, 

including Jeremiah and Baruch, to Egypt in or soon after 5 86 b.c.,’0® this 

influx of Jews was no new thing. Apart from such single refugees as 

Rehoboam and the prophet Uriah,'®’ and the remote possibility that 

Sargon took Israelite troops with him in 716 when he campaigned to 

Nakhal Mu?ri on the border of Egypt,”® it seems that a certain number 

of Hebrew troops had been pressed into service by Ashurbanipal, 

together with contingents from neighbouring states, on his invasion of 

Egypt in 667 or 666,'” though it is not known whether any of them 

remained. When Psammetichus II mounted an expedition to Nubia in 

5 91 he made use of Ionian, Rhodian, and Carian as well as Phoenician 

mercenaries, as is shown by graffiti left by them on one of the colossi of 

Ramesses II at Abu Simbel,”^ and it is possible that the claim in the late 

pseudepigraphic work, the Letter of Aristeas, that Jews had been sent to 

Egypt to help Psammetichus in his campaign against the Nubians might 

contain a kernel of historical truth and refer to this campaign. 

In the latter part of the sixth century a demotic papyrus from 

Elephantine records that a number of Palestinians and Syrians, among 

whom there may have been Jews, formed part of an expedition sent by 

Amasis to Nubia in 5 29.”'' The presence of Jews at Elephantine in upper 

Egypt during most of the fifth century is very clearly demonstrated by 

the archives of Aramaic papyri found there, the earliest dating back to 

495 .”5 A letter from this archive, written in 407, appealing to Bagoas the 

B 257, 21; but cf. B 258, 10. 

Zerubbabel: a 912, 218; b 2)), 63 no. 441; for other names, b 257, 12—14. 

*0^ See B 238, 15, 76, 78. See p. 413 above. 

C.f4H 4j I—2; and see pp. 393-4 above. 

Cf. A 362, 86-7 n. 4; and see p. 345 above. See also below, p. 728. 

See p. 376 above. ”2 ^ ^^8, 9 and n. 28; b 504, 269-70; f 73, 41-2; and see M-L no. 7. 

' ‘3 Letter of Aristeas, 13 (b 86 ii, 96). Sec b 268, 8; H. I. Bell, Cults and Creeds in Graeco-Roman 

(Liverpool, 1937) 27. b 268, 15-16 and n. 37. *>53^200.1. 
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governor of Judah for help in obtaining permission to rebuild the 

(unorthodox) Yahweh temple on Elephantine island, which had been 

destroyed by the Egyptians in 410, implicitly claims that it had been in 

existence before 525”® by mentioning that this temple had been spared 

during the campaign of Cambyses in that year. The apparent benevo¬ 

lence on the part of Cambyses implied by this claim would accord with a 

statement in the Letter of Aristeas that there were Jewish immigrants in 

Egypt in the wake of ‘the Persian conquest’, probably that of 

Cambyses.”^ 

The settlements of Jews in Babylonia, Egypt, and probably north¬ 

west Arabia, were early outposts of what has come to be known as the 

‘Diaspora’, from the Greek counterpart of the Hebrew 'xotAgdla. In the 

Septuagint, which shows the Jewish usage in the last pre-Christian 

centuries, this term is not used to translate gola, nor indeed any single 

Hebrew word, but its sense is clearly the ‘dispersion of the Jews among 

the Gentiles’, or simply the ‘Jews among the Gentiles’."® By the 

beginning of the Christian era the Diaspora had, in addition, extended to 

Syria, Asia Minor, Greece, Italy, and North Africa (see Map 5)."’ 

IV. THE RESTORATION OF THE JEWS IN PALESTINE 

The remnant population in the Judaean hills in the later part of the sixth 

century b.c. seem to have received a considerable augmentation to its 

numbers between 538, when Cyrus issued the order permitting the Jews 

to return to Palestine, and 5 20, when Darius I had Cyrus’ order traced, 

and the permission renewed.The Book of Ezra gives a list of the 

names of those who are said to have been among the captives in exile 

{gola) in Babylon and who returned to Judah (Ezra 2). Virtually the same 

list appears in the Book of Nehemiah (Neh. 7) but with certain 

differences in the numbers of individuals. These differences can be 

explained for the most part by the assumption of an original text in which 

the numbers were recorded in figures rather than words (as they now 

stand in the Massoretic text), and by the accidental omission of certain of 

these figures.Since the figures in the Nehemiah version are, with few 

exceptions, greater than those in the Ezra version, by amounts which 

could have been represented by relatively few numerical symbols and 

therefore were vulnerable to accidental omission, it is reasonable to see 

B 92 no. 50: 13—14 (a 44, 491—2; B 131, 84—7, no. ji; b 539, 260-5). The date, Darius 17, 

Marheshwan, is not 408 (as b 92) but 407 (a 877, 35). 

Letter of Aristeas, 13 (b 86 11, 96). For a survey of the evidence of early Jewish settlement in 

Egypt see b 268, 3-19. *‘8 g 150 i, 511; b 182 ii, 98-101. 

Old but still useful summary in b 149 v, 91-9; see also b 294, 120-2; b 304, 269-95. 
*20 Sec below. '21 g jq 
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the Ezra version as deriving from that in Nehemiah, or alternatively to 
postulate an original list from which both surviving versions were 
copied, that in Nehemiah with more care than that in Ezra. A third 
version of the list in I Esdras 5 differs from each of the others in both 
their Hebrew and Greek versions.'^ 

All five versions agree in setting the total of full citizens (members of 
the qahat), the assembly or congregation,'23 at 42,560, together with 
7,537 slaves and 245 (200) singers, making a total of 49,942 (49,897), or 
virtually 50,000 souls (Neh. 7:66—67; Ezra 2:64—65; I Esdras 5:41). This 
figure differs from the mathematical total of the listed component 
contingents, which amounts to only 51,089 full citizens (according to the 
figures in Nehemiah), and 38,671 including slaves and singers, so it 
might be that the component figures represent the numbers of returnees 
in 558, and the total, those who had returned by 5 20.124 jf thjg jg correct, 
it would indicate the return of a substantial number of people in 5 5 8 
followed by a further 10,000 either spread out over the next two decades 
or in a second major wave at the time of the renewal of official backing in 
5 20. The list is in each version headed by the statement that these people 
came with Zerubbabel and a number of other leaders (Neh. 7:7; Ezra 
2:2; I Esdras 5:8), but no mention is made of Sheshbazzar, though 
I Esdras names ‘Zerubbabel and Sheshbazzar the governor’ as together 
receiving the Temple treasure from Cyrus (I Esdras 6:17), and according 
to the Jewish elders in the time of Darius I, ‘Sheshbazzar laid the 
foundations of the house of God at Jerusalem’ (Ezra 5:16;! Esdras 6:19). 
This latter account would appear to conflict with the statement in the 
Book of Zechariah that ‘the hands of Zerubbabel have laid the founda¬ 
tion of this house’ (Zech. 4:9). A possible explanation is to be found in 
the hypothesis that soon after the arrival of the large contingent of 
returnees in 558 Sheshbazzar laid the foundations for the Temple, but 
that after the initial enthusiasm the work lapsed while the people sought 
to re-establish their own interests, and that at some later time a fresh start 
was made by Zerubbabel with a symbolic foundation-laying cere¬ 
mony.'25 According to the census list in the Book of Nehemiah, those 
who returned were able to contribute 41,000 gold darks, that is some 545 
kgi26 of gold and 4,700 manas, that is about 2,5 5 5 kg,'22 well over two 
tons, of silver, as well as other things for the Temple (Neh. 7:69-70).'28 
These contributions would appear to have been distinct from those 

•22 For comparison of the lists sec b 30, 22; b 237* 223-32; b 238, 68; cf. also b 183. 

‘23 B 80 I, 292-3. ‘2^ See B 237, 20-1. 

•25 On this question see B 237, xxvii n. 20; b 238, 10—12. 

•25 Taking the daric as 8.424 g = 130 grains (B. V. Head, Historia Numorum: a Manual of Greek 

Numismatics (London, 1977) 827, 966). *27 Taking the mana as 500 g (a 6, 142). 

•28 See in general, and for differences in the sources, b 60, 101-3; b 237, 21, 147-8, 227. 
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raised in Babylonia (Ezra i:6; I Esdras 2:8), and imply considerable 

affluence on the part of many of those who returned. 

It is a reasonable hypothesis, therefore, that work was begun on the 

Temple site under the direction of Sheshbazzar as soon as the returning 

exiles reached Jerusalem, probably in 5 j8 since, though Cyrus’ first year 

ran from spring 5 38 to spring 5 57, he had taken Babylon in October 5 59, 

and it is unlikely that he would have allowed any great time to elapse 

before he issued the decree. According to the Book of Ezra, Zerubbabel, 

Joshua the high priest, and others assembled in Jerusalem in the seventh 

month. There they built an altar and re-established the giving of burnt- 

offerings on it, celebrating in particular the observances of the festival of 

Succoth (Booths or Tabernacles) (Ezra j:i—6; I Esdras 5:46—52). In the 

Jewish calendar, Succoth was kept in the seventh month, Tishri, to mark 

the time of harvest (Lev. 25:55-6; Deut. 16:15—15). This strongly 

suggests that the ‘seventh month’ in which Zerubbabel built the altar 

was Tishri in 558, rather than simply the seventh month after the return, 

and that the end of the summer, when the people had been able to collect 

some kind of harvest from the untended plants of many decades and 

perhaps from those inadequately tended by those who had remained in 

the land, was a time when the distractions of self-interest relaxed and 

thoughts could turn again to religious matters. It seems that the people 

also now made financial contributions towards the bringing of cedar 

wood from Lebanon (Ezra 5:7; I Esdras 5:55). This transaction presum¬ 

ably took several months, for Zerubbabel is said to have begun 

organizing the building operations in the spring of the following year 

(second month of the second year of the return), at which time the 

foundation of the Temple was laid to the sound of music and song (Ezra 

5:8—11; I Esdras 5:54-9). This reconstruction would therefore see an 

initial symbolic foundation-laying by Sheshbazzar in the spring or early 

summer of 558, followed by a failure on his part to inspire the people to 

continue; then a renewal of the operation under Zerubbabel some four 

or five months later, with the building of the altar in the autumn; and, 

finally, the laying of the foundations in the spring of the following year, 

5 57, after a winter during which arrangements were made for the supply 

of building materials.This event would have taken place almost fifty 

years after the destruction of the Temple by Nebuchadrezzar, and it is 

recorded that many of those present wept because they had seen the first 

Temple (Ezra 5:12—15; I Esdras 5:60-2), a strong indication that the 

‘second year’ in question (Ezra 5:8; I Esdras 5:54) was the second year 

after the return in 5 5 8, and not after a second return in 5 20 by which time 

it is unlikely that ‘many’ would have remembered the first Temple. 

For other reconstructions see b 3. 
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This promising second start appears to have encountered opposition 

from neighbouring people, probably particularly the inhabitants of 

Samaria, who had at first offered to join in the work, and when they were 

rejected made every effort to obstruct it throughout the lifetime of Cyrus 

and until the reign of Darius (Ezra 4:1—5; I Esdras 5:63—70). 

When Cyrus took over the former Babylonian possessions it is 

probable that to a large extent he adopted the existing administrative 

system, with the geographical divisions which went with it. The 

documents do not supply full details of the system in his time, but 

accounts of an administrative reorganization carried out by Darius later 

in the century may give some indication of the main outlines of that 

under Cyrus.The empire was divided into satrapies or governorates, 

more or less corresponding to the component countries, each ruled by a 

satrap. In the inscriptions of Darius the section in which Palestine must 

have fallen consists of Babirush (Babylonia), Athura (Assyria), and 

Arabaya (Arabia), though the precise extent of these satrapies is not 

clear, nor how, and to what extent, they match probable equivalents 

listed by Herodotus, which are numbered but not precisely named. In his 

enumeration,'^^ the Fifth Satrapy included Phoenicia, Palestine, and 

Syria, the Ninth comprised Babylonia and ‘the rest of Assyria’, while 

Arabia was not included; so it may be reasonable to conclude that 

Babirush consisted of Babylonia together with some part of northern 

Mesopotamia, perhaps the ancient Assyrian homeland, making up 

Herodotus’ Ninth Satrapy, while Athura embraced the western part of 

the former Assyrian empire where the last kings of Assyria had made 

their final stand, together with Phoenicia and Palestine, making up 

Herodotus’ Fifth Satrapy. The omission of Arabia by Herodotus may 

merely reflect his use of a later source which recognized that this area 

could not form a practical satrapy. *33 

Possible support for this conclusion about the extent of Athura is to be 

found in a building inscription of Darius from Susa. This is known in an 

Old Persian, an Elamite, and a Babylonian version, all preserved in 

fragments found in the ruins of the palace of Darius on the northern, or 

Apadana, mound at Susa, as well as elsewhere on the site.'^^ It gives 

details of the building of the palace, including some of the materials used, 

and the people who assisted. An important element was cedar wood 

*30 The passage Ezra 4:6-24 (and cf. I Esdras 2:15—25) which deals with the later time of Xerxes I 

(Ahasuerus) is here assumed to have been displaced (see d 237, 54, 36-9; and cf. b 238, 41-3). 

*3* In general b 159, 288-97; ® 45“*44J and for Palestine, b 16, 556-8; b 47, ii—13. 

*32 Hdt. 111.89-94. *33 Sec B 201, 6-7, 145; Hdt. III.88. 

*3^ E. Herzfcld, ‘Die Magna Charta von Susa, i: Text und Commentar’, AMI 3 (1930-1) 29-81, 

pis. v-vii; E. Herzfcld, Altpersische Inscbriften (Berlin, 1938) 13—17 no. 5; Old Persian text in R. G. 

Kent, Old Persian: Grammar, Texts, Lexicon (Sew Haven, 1950) no, 142—4 no. Dsf; W. Brandenstein 

and M. Mayrhofer, Handbucb des Altpersiscben (yff'xeshzdzn^ 1964) 86-7 no. 5. See also b 261, 167—8. 
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from Lebanon, which is said in the Old Persian version to have been 

transported as far as Babylon by the Assyrian {athuriya) people, being 

carried the rest of the way to Susa by Carians and lonians. In the 

Babylonian version of the text the transportation to Babylon is credited 

to the people of eber nari, showing that to the scribe or scribes of these 

inscriptions the Babylonian equivalent of Old Persian Athura was eber 

nari}'^^ The designation eber nari, ‘across the river’, or, from the 

Mesopotamian point of view, ‘west of the river [Euphrates]’ is found in 

the Assyrian royal inscriptions from the time of Sargon as a general term 

for the west,’3® but according to the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah it later 

became the name of the administrative district in which Palestine lay 

(Ezra 4-7; 8:36; Neh. 2:7-9; 

Eber-nari does not seem to have constituted a complete satrapy, 

however, because soon after the conquest by Cyrus a senior officer, 

Gubaru, is shown by the inscriptions to have been governor of the much 

larger area ‘Babylon and eber-narP. He is mentioned several times in legal 

texts between the fourth year of Cyrus (535) and the fifth year of 

Cambyses (5 2 5)d38 Xhe Babylonian Chronicle mentions an officer of this 

name who was involved in the administration of Babylon immediately 

after its conquest by Cyrus,'^9 (-hg same passage records the death of 

one Ugbaru, formerly governor of the 000.’“*° There is a strong 

possibility, though it cannot be a certainty, that the Gubaru and Ugbaru 

of this passage were variants of the name of a single man, presumably the 

Gobryas known from the Cyropaedia of Xenophond''^ He is indeed there 

described as an elderly man before Cyrus’ Babylonian campaign. He 

can hardly have been the same as Cyrus’ governor of Babylon and eber 

nari, and it is highly probable that a follower of Darius I, also named 

Gubaru,''*3 possibly to be identified with the Gobryas of Herodotus, 

was a third and distinct individual.Gubaru held the position of 

governor of Babylon and eber nari iot at least the ten years attested by the 

legal texts mentioned above, and possibly for a longer period. The 

documents show that by the first year of Darius (5 2o)i‘*6 hjs successor 

Ushtanu was in office, but the evidence is lacking to indicate when the 

transition took place, or indeed whether there might have been another 

*35 Old Persian, line 52, Babylonian, line 23 (E. Herzfeld, AMI 3,36,58-9, pis. v—vi; E. Herzfeld, 

Aitpersiscbe InschrifUn 14-15; for Babylonian text, MDP 14, 8-9, pi. ii fragment i). See in general b 

159,304—8. *36 See A 702, 116. 

*37 This designation is not used in I Esdras (see b 238,12). Its use in I Ki. 5:4 (English versions 4: 

24) in relation to Solomon’s empire may reflect an updating of the text in Palestine in the Persian 

period. Cyrus year 4, month 8, to Cambyses year 5, month 6 (a 893, 56 n. i; b 278). 

*39 Nabonidus Chronicle (Chronicle 7; see n. 29 above) iii 20. 

140 Nabonidus Chronicle (Chronicle 7) ii 15, 22. *4* Cyropaedia 2iTid cht'vhcK. 

*42 Cyropaedia iw.6.1. *^^ Behistun and Naq§-i Rustam inscriptions; b 278. 

*44 Hdt. VII. 2. 

*43 See B 278; B 893, 54-^. *46 Darius year 1, month 12 (b 201, 36; b 893, 57 and n. 3). 
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holder of the office in the blank period. Ushtanu is known from two 

other documents, the latest dated to the sixth year of Darius (516/515).*^^ 

It is possible, though unverifiable on present evidence, that he was 

installed by Darius when he came to power. At all events, the fact that 

Ushtanu was still in office well after Darius had suppressed the rebellions 

and unrest which confronted him at the beginning of his reign shows 

that he held Darius’ confidence, and may well have continued for some 

years after 516/515. 

The area of Babylon and eher nari continued to be governed as a unit 

until a reorganization carried out by Xerxes in the next century,but 

until that time eher nari evidently had its own sub-governor. This is the 

situation presented by the Book of Ezra, in which there is mention (in 

Aramaic) of ‘Tattenai, governor of eher narf (Ezra 5:3, 6; 6:6, 13; cf. 

I Esdras, 6:3, 7, 26; 7:1), at the time of resumed work on the Temple in 

520, and, though this man is not otherwise mentioned in the Old 

Testament, he is known almost certainly to have been still in office in 

5 02, when he is mentioned in a slightly damaged passage in a Babylonian 

legal document.^'*’ Whether Tattenai had held this governorship before 

the time of Darius, or indeed, whether there was a governor of eher nari 

alone before his time is unknown. 

The area of eher nari seems to have been subdivided, in Palestine at 

least, into provinces, of which Judah was one. In the Books of Ezra and 

Nehemiah the term medtna, ‘province’,*50 is used either directly or by 

implication of Judah (Ezra 2:1; 5:8; Neh. 1:3; 7:6; 11:3), and in the later 

Book of Esther it is stated that in the time of Xerxes I (Ahasuerus) the 

empire comprised over 127 of these ‘provinces’. The Book of Ezra 

actually describes Babylon and Media as ‘provinces’ (Ezra 7:16; 6:2), but 

these may in each case have referred only to the capital cities of Babylon 

and Ecbatana and their immediate environs, rather than to the full 

satrapies of Babirush and Mada. The governor of Judah is designated, 

like his two superiors and fellow governors in eher nari (Ezra 8:36; Neh. 

2:7, 9), by the titlepehd (Neh. 5:14; Hagg. 1:1, 14; 2:2, 21). This title, a 

loan word from Akkadian,was thus clearly not used in any precise 

technical sense. The province of Judah occupied only a very limited area 

in the Judaean hills. To the north, in the territory of the former state of 

Israel, lay the provinces of Galilee and Samaria, the latter, now 

dominated by the alien populations brought in by the Assyrians and 

Babylonians, haying a common border with Judah, only about 2 5 km to 

the north of Jerusalem. Some 25 km to the south of Jerusalem lay the 

northern border of Idumaea, a large area, formerly the southern half of 

A 893, 57 and n. 3; a 951 no. loi; b 201, 36-7. t« b 201, 89-91; b 265, 86 n. 81. 

A 966 IV, no. 1J2: 2j; B 260; B 316A. ISO B 324, 72 no. 152. 

isi See pp. 342 and 428 above; b 174, 82; b 201, 38-9. 
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Judah, now occupied by Edomites who may have been displaced from 

their own territory in Transjordan by encroaching Arabsd52 To the east, 

the restricted province of Judah came down to the northern end of the 

Dead Sea and the southern part of the Jordan valley, on the other side of 

which lay the province of Ammon, ruled in the fifth century b.c., and 

perhaps already in the sixth, by the descendants of the powerful Tobiad 

family.*53 Finally, the old Philistine coastal area formed the western 

neighbour. It vyas ruled from Ashdod, but had Phoenician dominated 

enclaves at Ashkelon (under Tyre) and Joppa (under Sidon). 

Judah was thus well encircled, and any activity at Jerusalem must have 

been well known to its neighbours. After the initial rebuff in 537, the 

people of Samaria were very ready to seek to obstruct the rebuilding of 

the Temple. Cyrus had been succeeded in 5 29 by his son Cambyses and, 

following the death of the latter in 5 22 while he was hurrying back from 

Egypt to deal with a rebellion in Persia, there was a struggle for the 

leadership, which ended in late 5 21 with the establishment of Darius in 

power. At the beginning of his reign two prophets, Haggai and 

Zechariah, began to speak in Judah. Their messages are precisely dated 

to times in the second and fourth years of Darius, Haggai in the autumn 

and winter of 5 20, and Zechariah in the spring of 519 and the winter of 

518 (Hagg. I'.I, 15; 2; 1,10, 20; Zech. 1:7; 7:i).’55 A significant element in 

their message, particularly that of Haggai, was the need to complete the 

rebuilding of the Jerusalem Temple. Reference is made in the Book of 

Ezra to their activity, and, according to the text, ‘then’ Zerubbabel and 

Jeshua (the high priest) began to build the Temple (Ezra 5:1—2; cf. 

I Esdras 6:1—2). This clearly connects the effective resumption of 

work on the Temple with the prophesying of Haggai and Zechariah in 

520 and the period immediately following (see also Ezra 6:14; I Esdras 

7:3). This elicited the attention of Tattenai the governor, no doubt 

prompted by the neighbours of Judah. He required explanation of their 

activity, and an account of the authority by which they were undertaking 

such major work (Ezra 5:3—5; I Esdras 6:3-6). They referred to the 

original permission issued by Cyrus nearly twenty years before, so 

Tattenai wrote a letter to Darius setting out the situation and asking the 

king to have the royal archives in Babylon searched for the order of 

Cyrus which would verify this claim (Ezra 5:6-17; I Esdras 6:7—21). It 

was as a result of this search, according to the Book of Ezra, that the 

document of Cyrus discussed above was found in the archives at 

Ecbatana (Ezra 6:1—5; I Esdras 6:22—5). Darius is then reported to have 

issued very firm instructions to Tattenai not only to permit the work to 

'52 See pp. 416-17 above, b 107, 56-65, argues that Idumaea was not established as a Persian 

province until the fourth century B.c. '53 See p. 335 above. '5^ a 877, 16. 

'55 See B 3, 13-22; B 49A, 29. 
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proceed but also to assist it from the official revenues of eber nari, and to 

supply to the Jews the animals and other commodities needed for the 

maintenance of the sacrifices and other religious observances of the 

Temple (Ezra 6:6—12; I Esdras 6:26—35). Tattenai complied with these 

orders. It is briefly stated that the ‘house’ was completed on the third day 

of Adar in the sixth year of Darius (Ezra 6:13—15), 12 March 515 b.c.'^® It 

has been calculated that this date fell on a Sabbath day, unlikely for the 

completion of such a project, in which case the alternative date given in I 

Esdras (7:5), the twenty-third day of Adar, namely i April, a Friday, is 

perhaps to be preferred. The discrepancy between the two versions is 

possibly to be explained by an inadvertent omission of‘20’ from the text 

of Ezra.'57 This event was celebrated with offerings, and twenty days 

later, on the fourteenth day of Nisan, 21 April 515 ,'5® there was a great 

celebration of the Passover (Ezra 6:19—22; I Esdras 7:10—15). 

The form of the Temple thus completed in 515, sometimes called the 

Second Temple, is unknown, though clues to some of its characteristics 

are to be found in the literature. In the letter from Tattenai to Darius it is 

said that the temple is ‘being built of dressed stone and timber is being 

placed in the walls’ (Ezra 5:8). The actual surviving remains of the 

Jerusalem Temple and its surroundings are confined to the platform 

known today as the Haram as-Sharif. This platform is supported on the 

west, south, and east sides by a retaining wall, the lower courses of which 

are composed for most of its extent of massive dressed stone blocks 

identifiable as Herodian, the upper courses being mainly medieval. In 

1966, however, an operation to clear a bank of rubble from against the 

eastern face revealed, at a point 32.72 m to the north of the corner, a 

vertical division at which the Herodian masonry to the south abutted on 

masonry of a different character to the north,'5'* which, since the 

Herodian masonry is clearly an extension of it, must be earlier in date. 

Both types of masonry are composed of massive blocks of varying 

widths laid in horizontal courses. In each case the blocks have narrow 

dressed margins and projecting central portions, but while on the 

Herodian blocks this central portion is shallow and smoothed flat, in the 

older section the central portions stand out much more prominently and 

amount to projecting bosses. It has been argued that this earlier masonry 

may be identified as the work of Solomon;'®" but the case is not 

convincing, and there is more force in the observation that masonry 

closely comparable to it has been found at Sidon and Byblos in 

Phoenicia.'®' At Sidon this masonry forms part of the podium of the 

Cf. B 257, jo; B 238, 15, 77, 79—80. 157 Adar i — March lo, 515 b.c. (a 877, 50). 
<5s Nisan i = April 8,315 B.c. (a 877,30). 

'55 B 176, 104-5, pi. XXXVir, B 178, II I-I2, pis. 35-6; B 193, 355-9. B I93, 378-92. 

•51 B I 18. 
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temple of Eshmun, identified by Phoenician inscriptions on the stone 

blocks as the work of Bod'^ashtart, king of Sidond^^ j-jjs j^te is 

uncertainly^ but it is unlikely to have been earlier than about 5 00 because 

his predecessor next but one as king of Sidon in the likely sequence 

Tabnit-Eshmun ‘^azor-Bod'^ashtart was buried in a reused Egyptian 

sarcophagus probably only removed to Sidon on or after the Persian 

conquest of Egypt in 525.1^"* Moreover, the number of kings known 

from classical sources, coins, and inscriptions to have ruled between his 

time and the conquest by Alexander in j 3 j suggests that he could have 

ruled considerably laterd^y The published evidence concerning the 

comparable masonry at Byblos does not allow of any more precise 

dating. According to the excavator, the section of wall in question was 

associated with Attic red-figure pottery,which would indicate a date 

sometime between about 5 30 (at the earliest) and 400.161 It is likely that 

the Jerusalem stonework owes its inspiration to Phoenicia. The parts of 

the text of Ezra and Nehemiah which refer to events in the fifth century, 

and the various subsequent literary references to the Temple, give little 

indication of any further building work on it between the sixth century 

and the major rebuilding by Herod the Great in the first century B.c.iy® 

The evidence from Sidon and Byblos would not rule out the possibility 

that the early terrace stonework at Jerusalem was the work of Zerubba- 

bel in 520-515, but since its general trend indicates a somewhat later 

date, probably in the fifth century, it may be more realistic to assume that 

Zerubbabel’s work was confined to the actual Temple building, a 

reasonable five years’ task for him with his resources, and that the very 

major project of erecting the retaining wall of the Temple terrace or 

platform was a later accomplishment. If so, it is natural to consider 

whether this construction might have been the work of Nehemiah. It is 

outside the scope of these chapters to enter into the much debated 

question of the chronology of Ezra and Nehemiah.*6^ The Book of 

Nehemiah dates the period of Nehemiah’s governorship of Judah to the 

years 445—433 (Neh. 5:4),*™ which may be taken as a reasonable 

indication of the period during which the defensive perimeter wall 

around the ancient south-eastern hill and the Temple area was completed 

(Neh. 3).*i* While the work described in this account was confined to the 

outer defences, it may be that a passing reference concerns the Temple 

terrace within the perimeter wall. In the account of Nehemiah’s initial 

RES, nos. 287—96, 765—7, 1200; A 15, nos. 15—16; b 168, 58, fig. 184. 

163 Pqj. discussion see b 265, 75-87. 1^ b 265, 86, n. 79; f 44, 364. 

1^5 B 117; B 235; B 265, 72-6. 1^ B 118, 66. 

1®’ R. M. Cook, Greek Painted Pottery (London, i960) 165—85, 268. 

1^ Convenient summary in b 84 iv, 547-50. 

16^ On which see b 101,570-2; b 237, xli—xlviii. 

Artaxerxes 20—32 (a 877, 32); see B 98, 7, 16-18. See b 237, 116-19. 
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request to the Persian king it is recorded that he asked for documents 

which he could present to the governors in eber nari so that they would 

give him safe conduct through their territories, and also an order to the 

guardian of the royal forest to supply him with timber ‘for the beams of 

the gates of the bira of the bajit, and for the wall of the city, and for the 

bay it where I will live’ (Neh. 2:7-8). Though the ‘bajit'fih&tc I will live’ is 

clearly here simply the governor’s residence, the probability is that the 

first, unqualified, bayit is the Temple, with which the bira was closely 

associated. Btra, a loan word from Akkadian birtu, ‘fortress, citadel’,*'^2 

appears to have borne much the same meaning in Hebrew, and in this 

context could well have referred to the Temple terrace or platform, the 

‘great court’ of Solomon’s time (I Ki. 7:12). The retaining wall of this 

platform would presumably have had gates, just as does the Haram 

platform today, allowing access by flights of steps to the terrace level. It 

is thus a reasonable speculation, backed by this possible allusion, that 

among Nehemiah’s operations was the rebuilding of the Temple 

platform, and that this small area of exposed masonry was part of his 

work. 

Of the latter part of the sixth century in Palestine little is known. No 

information is given by the Old Testament about the governors of J udah 

during the period of nearly three-quarters of a century which separated 

Zerubbabel from Nehemiah. The name of one of these governors has 

been supplied, however, by an archive of clay bullae and seals said to have 

been found in a jar, now lost, ‘in the Jerusalem region’. These bullae bear 

the impressions of seals of the Persian period, and among them was one 

inscribed ‘belonging to Elnathan the Governor’ {phiP^), giving him the 

same title as that borne by Zerubbabel (Hagg. 1:1) and Nehemiah 

(Neh. 5:14).One of the actual seals found with the bullae, inscribed 

‘belonging to Shelomith, maidservant of Elnathan the Gov[ernor]’ 

gives the name of one of his household.That this man was probably 

governor in the late sixth century, being very likely Zerubbabel’s 

immediate successor, is suggested by the occurrence of the names of two 

other governors of Judah, Yeho'^ezer and Ahzai, on stamped jar handles 

which may be dated on palaeographic grounds after Elnathan, but 

before the middle of the fifth century.A list of the descendants of 

Zerubbabel given in Chronicles does not mention any of these three 

men, though the line of descent which it appears to indicate, somewhat 

obscurely in parts, runs well into the second half of the fifth century 

(I Chron. 3:19—24).*^* This shows that the Persian overlords by whom 

”2 A 52, 129; B 56, 252; B 174, 44; B 324, 54“5- B 44, 5-7 (no. 5). 

B 44, II-I3 (no. 14). U5 B 22 (nos. 7-8), 32-6. 

See B 236 I, 20-2; and cf. B 98, 17, following a slightly different line and omitting one 

generation. 
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the governors were presumably appointed made no particular attempt to 

follow the hereditary principle in the succession of their subject rulers, 

though there is no reason to think that the governors of Judah were not 

Jews. 

V. ASPECTS OF HEBREW CULTURE 

I. A.ncient Hebrew literature 

The Hebrew people have been particularly known to later history for 

their literature, a representative portion of which has been preserved in 

the Old Testament. It is clear from the Old Testament itself that other 

compositions existed which have not survived,and it may be deduced 

from the content of the literature of the surrounding nations, from the 

unorthodox nature of the sectarian documents found at Qumran, and 

from the Jewish literature known as Old Testament Apocrypha and 

Pseudepigrapha, that the Old Testament documents represent only that 

part of the literature which was deemed religiously acceptable, and that 

some body of material which did not pass this standard has been 

eliminated in the process of transmission. The sort of peculiar combi¬ 

nation that would certainly have condemned any such literature is that 

found at the site of Kuntillet Ajrud in southern Judah on the edge of the 

Sinai desert. Here was found an invocation which more than once 

associated the name of Yahweh with ‘his Ashera’ (^Srth),™ and in one 

instance this appears in an inscription on a pottery vessel which also 

bears the painted representation of two Bes-like figures and a seated lyre 

player.^'^^ This site is probably to be dated between about 850 and 750, a 

time when Phoenician influence was strong, and when indeed, as is clear 

from the statements of the prophet Amos, heterodoxy was rife. This is 

merely one example of this element in Israelite life, which was presum¬ 

ably represented by written literature in the Canaanite and Phoenician 

tradition, all of it now lost except when it happens to be found in an 

exceptional form such as that at Kuntillet Ajrud. 

The portion of ancient Hebrew literature which survives in the Old 

Testament contains a considerable variety of literary types in both prose 

and verse,'®® and most modern Bible translations make the distinction 

clear typographically by setting the text out in prose or verse form. 

A limited number of the literary types found in the Old Testament are 

found also in the surviving inscriptions. The earliest Hebrew inscription 

at present known, the Gezer Calendar,'®' which lists the typical agricul- 

'r’ See CAH iiiLi, 442-3. Cf. B 126, 49-jo; b 196, 17-19. b 222. 

B 222 fig. 12. On the Ashera see b 159A; b 199A. >®> See b 138, xxv-xxvi. 

'®' A 44, 320; B 124, 33-4; b 133, 1-4 no. i; b 339. 201-3. 
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tural activities of the year in terms of unnamed month divisions, does not 

have a clear equivalent in the Old Testament. Three different calendrical 

systems are known from the Old Testament, but in each case only from 

scattered references and not from systematic expositions. The unnamed 

months of the Gezer Calendar probably match the earliest of these three 

systems, presumably adopted from the Canaanites, of which only four 

month names, Abib, Ziw, Ethanim, and Bui survive.'^2 This system was 

superseded by reference to the months by number only, and, after the 

Babylonian Exile, by the use of the Babylonian month names in Hebrew 

garb.'®3 On a pedestrian level from the literary point of view, a number 

of ostraca merely give hsts, sometimes of men’s names, for the purpose 

of civil or military registration,'®^ and sometimes of commodities, with 

or without the names of those to whom they were to be issued.'®® Such 

Usts are, of course, only ephemeral records, and no examples are found in 

the Old Testament, which does however contain a number of more 

elaborate compilations such as lists of Solomon’s administrative officers 

(I Ki. 4:1-19), and in the post-Exilic period lists of those who returned 

from Babylonia to Palestine (Ezra z; Neh. 7), and of the population in 

Judah soon after (Neh. 11:3-36). Other lists detail cities, towns, and 

fortresses (Josh. 15-19), temple offerings (Ex. 3 5:21-9; Ezra 2:68-9) and 

captured cattle and slaves (Num. 31:32-47). Such lists were probably 

compiled from more ephemeral written records noted down on the spot, 

but there are reflections in the Old Testament of the drawing up of much 

more academic scholarly lists of a kind well known in Mesopotamia and 

Egypt. Solomon is said to have known all the trees, animals, birds, and 

fish (I Ki. 4:33), perhaps indicating a knowledge of such scholarly lists, 

and their existence is perhaps implied by some poetic compositions (Ps. 

104; 108; Prov. 24; Job. 38:28, 36-41).'®® 

Another type of composition of which a considerable number of 

ancient Hebrew examples are known, is the letter.'®'' A number of 

transcriptions of parts of what may reasonably be taken to have been 

contemporary letters of the period under consideration are preserved in 

the Old Testament (I Ki. 21:9—10; II Ki. 5:6; 10:2—3, 19:10—13 ( = Is. 

37:10-13); II Chron. 21:12-15; Neh. 6:6-7).'®® Some of the letters, in 

particular those written in time of war, contain reports of events,'®’ and 

B 109,183-4; B 124,34-7. On a fifth possible month name,read by some on AradOstracon 

20, see B 17, 40-1; B 124, 34 n. 7; B 133, 51; and cf. b 19, 185. b 109, 184-6; b 124, 37-44. 

Ostraca: Ophel (b 199, 239-43), Lachish nos. i, 11, 19 (b 199, 93-7, 128-9, 02“4). Arad (b 

199, 224 section i). Murabba'at palimpsest, top text, B 133, 31-2 no. iib. 

Samaria (b 199, 29—38, 71—3); Arad nos. 25, 33-4 (b 199, 25-7, 204, 226 section 6). 

See B 126, 96-7, 314-1 j; and on Solomon see B 31. 

'S7 Ostraca: many from Arad (b 199, 224-6 sections 3—5); most from Lachish (b 199, 97f); 

Yabneh-Yam (b 199, 2 3 9-69). Papyrus: Murabba'at palimpsest, underwriting (b 13 3,31 -2 no. 11 a). 

'ss See b 120, 22-4; b 126, 84-5; CAH iiiLi, 486-7. >S9 g g, Lachish nos. 3-4. 
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in this respect approach the type of record exemplified by the Siloam 

Inscription, which describes a particular event, the cutting of the water 

tunnel under Jerusalem.There is reference to the preservation of an 

account of what was almost certainly this event in the ‘Book of the 

Chronicles of the Kings of Judah’ (II Ki. 20:20), and this and other such 

narratives were undoubtedly used in the compilation of the Books of 

Kings,the descriptions of individual events perhaps sometimes 

following the wording of the original sources. 

A more elaborate historical document is found in the Moabite Stone 

(Pis. Vol., pi. 146),which, while it principally describes the events of a 

war which only occupied one year, refers also to previous episodes. It has 

some similarity to the literary form frequently used by the Assyrian kings 

which has been termed the ‘Boast Inscription’ (German Prunkinschrijt), 

in which the author may refer to the events of several years to 

demonstrate his achievements. A related type, well known in both 

Mesopotamia and Egypt, is the Annals of a king, in which his activities 

are set out year by year, or for military matters campaign by campaign. 

Both of these types were evidently compilations from yearly records, and 

it may be that a document such as the ‘Book of the Acts of Solomon’ 

referred to in I Ki. 11:41 was an annalistic text of this kind, such passages 

as I Ki. 9:15-23 and I Ki. 11:7 being possible extracts; and in the same 

way the account of the invasion of Shoshenq in I Ki. 14:25-8 may have 

been taken from the annals of Rehoboam.’®^ A related literary form is 

what may be called the Autobiography, well known in Egypt and from 

Syrian and Hittite examples, and in Israel in certain passages in the 

prophetical books (e.g. Amos 7:10—17; Hosea 3) and, outside the periods 

covered by this volume, in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah.'®^ 

Also autobiographical are the accounts of dreams and visions, examples 

of which are described in I Ki. 5:5—15, Zechariah 1:7—6:8, and 
elsewhere.'^5 

In Babylonia and Assyria the type of document known as the 

Chronicle was a compilation by scribes from pre-existing sources such as 

yearly records and annals, and it set out the main events of the kingdom 

over a period of several years through the reigns of several monarchs.*®® 

The Books of Kings have a framework which, while the form is 

different, has the function of an expanded chronicle, giving the ancestry, 

age at accession, date of accession in terms of the years of the monarch of 

the other kingdom, and other such information for each king of Judah 

and Israel. A similar synchronous chronicle is found in the so-called 

*** B 153, 21—5 no. 7; and pp. 556—9 above. b 120, 48—50; b 126, 98-9. 

I, 482-3. See also p. 450 below. Sees 127,97. 

See B 120, 5 2—5, 5 5-6; B 126, 99. See a 1145, 345-6; b 120, 5 5-5; b 126, 99. 

Collected in a 25. 
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Synchronous History, in which the rulers of Assyria and Babylonia and 

their chronological hnks are set out, in that case from a rather 

tendentious Assyrian point of view.'®^ The synchronous history 

provided by Kings incorporates a considerable amount of varied 

material within the basic framework, drawn from other sources, some of 

which are named.'®* Another type of composition, examples of which 

were sometimes used by the compiler or compilers of Kings, or which 

occur elsewhere in the Old Testament, are formal public speeches (e.g. 

II Ki. 18:17—35), possibly recorded soon after the events at which they 

were dehvered, or from later reminiscences.'®® 

The forms of literature mentioned so far consist of the records of 

events or situations. Another important category of composition, well 

known from Babylonian, Assyrian, and Hittite examples, but not from 

ancient Hebrew inscriptions, was the Law Code. The Old Testament, 

however, contains a number of passages which may be described as Law 

Codes, comprising collections of laws, the content often mixing secular 

and religious matters. The Decalogue (Ex. 20:1-17; Deut. 5:6-21),*°° 

referred to in Deut. 4:13 and 10:4 as the ‘Ten Words’, is described as 

having been written originally on both sides of two stone tablets (Ex. 

34:1; cf. 31:18),*°' a form not implausible in the context of the known 

ancient Near Eastern codes inscribed on stone stelae and clay tablets.*°* 

A subsequent instruction to Moses is reported in Deut. 27:2-3, accord¬ 

ing to which he was to set up large stones, plaster them, and transcribe 

the law on to them, as soon as he entered western Palestine. According to 

Josh. 8:32, Joshua actually carried this out, the resulting monument 

perhaps having been similar to that inscribed in Aramaic, fragments of 

which were discovered at Deir ‘^Alla.*°* The collection of laws given in 

Ex. 20:22—3,3 3 is conventionally, and probably rightly, identified as the 

‘Book of the Covenant’ {seper babbertt) referred to in Ex. 24:7.*°‘’ The 

same designation used in II Ki. 22:2 of the book found in the Temple in 

Josiah’s time refers to a different composition, elsewhere described as the 

‘Book of the Law’ (II Ki. 22:8). It was probably the major part of the 

Biblical Book of Deuteronomy, a Covenant document*°* which, how¬ 

ever, incorporated a collection of detailed treaty stipulations (Deut. 12— 

26), and it has been referred to by some modern scholars as the 

Deuteronomic Code.*°* The use of the word seper to refer to the Book of 

the Covenant gives no indication of its form or of the material on which 

A 25, 51-6, 15 7-70 (Chronicle 21). Seen. 177 above. 

See B 120, 12—15; B 126, 82—5. ^ See b 254; b 297. 

201 The qualifier ‘stone’ does not occur in Ex. 52: 15. On lu^ see b 5, 54-5; b 115, 79, 250. 

202 Convenient summaries in b 221, 49-55; R. Haase, Einfibrung in das Studium keilscbriftlicber 

Kecbtsquellen *965)* M”55- Seep. 544 above. 

2W See b 69, 135-75; b 120, 212—13; b 126, 155—7. 2% See pp. 385-4, 387-9 above. 

206 E.g. B 120, 143. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



444 31- BABYLONIAN EXILE AND JEWISH RESTORATION 

it was written,207 but in view of its length, and the fact that the Moahite 

Stone, for instance, a typical monumental inscription, only contains 

about 2 5 o words, the likelihood is that it would have been on papyrus.^08 

Other collections of laws are found in Leviticus (17-26), commonly 

referred to, on the basis of Lev. 19:2 and other such passages, as the ‘Law 

of Holiness’, or ‘Holiness Code’;209 the instructions for sacrificing in 

Lev. 1—7, which is identified as a unit by what amounts to a colophon in 

Lev. 7:37—8,2'o including such shorter sections as Lev. 6:2-6, 7—11, and 

18—21 which have been described as Cultic Ordinances, as have the 

passages 19:10—13, and 14—22;2ii as well as other less clearly defined 

groups of legal material.212 

No inscriptions giving examples of Hebrew case law, that is to say, 

records of court proceedings, have survived, though the letter from a 

farm worker to a senior official found at Yabneh-Yam^’^ seeking to 

establish the injustice of his treatment uses vocabulary which, though in 

the Old Testament it occurs in largely religious contexts, would be 

appropriate in a legal setting, ‘bear witness’, ‘be innocent’.Equally, 

the Old Testament contains no full accounts of, and few references to, 

actual legal proceedings in the period of the monarchy (cf. I Ki. 21:11- 

15; and, perhaps, Ruth 4:1-12), the descriptions of breaches of the law 

being introduced by ‘when . ..’ or ‘if. . .’ and being typical rather than 
actual.5 

A particular type of legal text, the Contract, while not known in the 

Hebrew inscriptions, is clearly referred to, in the form of a contract of 

sale for a field, with a sealed and an open copy, in Jer. 32:6-14. This was a 

form of contract concluded between individuals, and was really a simpler 

form of the document recording a treaty between groups or nations. A 

number of ancient treaties have been discovered,^'* and reference is 

made in the Old Testament to one in the period of the monarchy between 

Solomon and the king of Tyre (I Ki. 5:2-12 [Heb. 5:16—26]). In ancient 

Israel what amounted to treaties (‘covenants’ in Authorized Version 

English) were concluded between kings newly come to office and their 

people (e.g. Jehoash, II Ki. 11; Josiah, II Ki. 23),^'’ and between God 

and his people (Asa, II Chron. 15:1—15; Hezekiah, II Chron. 29; Josiah, 

II Ki. 22-3; Zedekiah, Jer. 34:8-22), and though these are known only 

2*^ See B 115, 83, 250; and for an example of sprzs an inscribed stone monument, Kilamuwa i.i 3 

and 14 (a 15 no. 14; b 134A, 30-9 no. 13). 208 See b 115, 84. 

209 B 69, 186-9; B 120, 233-9; ® ^26, 137—42. 210 B 120, 145; B 126, 142; B 275, 167. 

211 See B 120, 29-32. 212 B j26, 143; and on the codes in general, b 120, 26-9, 143-5. 

213 See pp. 386-7 above. 

21^ Yabneh-Yam letter, 11-12 (a 15, no. 200; b 133, 26-30 no. 10; and cf. p. 386 above). 

215 See B 33, 79-132; B 120, 26-9, 69—70, 143—5; b 126, 67—70; B 221, 72—3, on the distinction 

between casuistic and apodictic law. 216 g ,20, 19—21; b 126, 71—3; b 215. 

212 CAH iii2.i, 491-2; see pp. 388-9 above. 
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from references to the circumstances of their ratification, the Book of 

Deuteronomy can itself be reasonably regarded as an example of such a 

document. Two of the elements which appear in the Covenant docu¬ 

ment, the blessing and the curse, are also found as separate elements.218 

A quite different category of text, well represented in Hebrew 

literature as well as in the hterature of the ancient Near East, is that of 

instruction, typically the result of human experience rather than divine 

revelation, of which the Wisdom Saying {masal) is the most familiar, as 

known particularly in the Books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Job, as 

well as in shorter sections in other compositions (e.g. I Ki. 20:11, Jer. 

23:28; Ezek. 18:2; Zeph. 1:12; Ps. 57; 49; 73; 91).^*^ Such sayings, in 

addition to proverbs proper, took the form of riddles (Jdg. 14:10—18), 

fables (Jdg. 9:8—15), allegories (Prov. 5:15—23), dialogues (Job), auto¬ 

biographical confessions (Prov. 4:3—9; 24:30—4), and didacdc poems (Ps. 

3 7; 49; 7 3; 139) and narratives (Prov. 7:6—2 3) .220 A literary form or device 

which has something of the spirit of wisdom, or worldly cleverness, is 

the acrostic, found for instance in Proverbs 31:10-31, a description of 

the ideal wife, in which these twenty-two verses begin with words whose 

initial letters follow in sequence the complete Hebrew alphabet. Other 

full or partial acrostics are to be found in Psalms 25,34, 37, iii, 112,119, 

145; Nahum 1:2—8; and Lamentations 1—5.221 

Another literary form, the song, either accompanied by musical 

instruments (Is. 5:11—12; Amos 6:4—6) or unaccompanied (Is. 16:10; Jer. 

25:30), is represented by many examples in the Old Testament. Secular 

types include the love song (Song of Solomon), drinking song (Is. 22:13; 

56:12), war song (I Sam. 18:7) and funeral song (II Sam. 1:19—27; 3:33— 

4), but religious examples are more fiilly represented, notably hymns, 

or songs of praise to God (e.g. Ps. 8, 19, 29, 33; Job 5:9—16; 9:5—12; 

12:13-25; 26:5—14; 28), songs of thanksgiving (e.g. Ps. 9, 10, 18. 30), 

Lamentations (e.g. Ps. 3—7; Jer 14:7—10; Lamentations) and pilgrimage 

songs (Amos 4:4—6; Ps. 15, 24).222 Religious songs of this kind represent 

communal worship, but the literature contains examples of prayers, 

most commonly as spoken by individuals in penitence (Ps. 6, 32, 38, 51, 

102, 130, 143; I Sam. 12:10), petition (I Ki. 3:6-9) and thanksgiving (II 

Sam. 7:18—29).223 The best known religious figures in the Old Testament 

are the prophets224 who, in addition to preaching what may be called 

sermons (e.g. Jer. 7:1—8:3; Ezek. 2o),225 delivered what they believed to 

be messages from God to men, most commonly as poetry, and taking 

2J8 Sec B 126, b 328, 42—3. 219 b i26» 504—41; b 218; b 231; b 328, 40—2. 

220 B 153, 225-64; B 154, ij I—2. 221 See B 126, 270—i; B 138, xxxvii—ix, 187-9, 243-95. 

222 See B 126, 263-76, 285-93 (classification of psalm types); b 328, 25—39. 

223 SecB 120, i7-i8;b 126,85-4. 224 See C^H iiiZ.i, 454-5. 

225 See b 120, 15-17; cf. b 126, 83. 
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one of the main forms: warning (or threat) of coming disaster (Is. 3:25- 

4:1; Amos 7:11; 8:11-14), condemnation (or invective) of those who do 

not reform (Hos. 7:1—7), exhortation to a change of behaviour (Is. 1:18— 

20; Amos 5:4—5, 14—15; Zeph. 2:3), and words of salvation, comprising 

promises (Is. 43:1—4), announcements (I Ki. 22:11—12; Is. 41:17—20; Jer. 

28:2—4) ^ttd descriptions (Is. 2:2—4; 11:1-9; Zech. 8:4—5) of 

God’s blessings on those who please him.226 The two passages Isaiah 

2:2—4 ^ttd Micah 4:1—3 are significant since they virtually duplicate one 

another, and could represent an oracle already existing in written form 

which was reused by each of these prophets on an appropriate occasion, 

for, though prophetic messages are most commonly described as oral 

communications, there are a number of references to their being written 

down (Is. 30:8; Jer. 30:2—3; 36; 51:59—64; Ezek. 2:9—3:3; 43:11; Hah. 

2:2).227 Their surviving form probably results from the collection of 

messages written down at various times by the prophets themselves or 

by their disciples. 

This survey has not exhausted all the possible types of documents and 

compositions which go to make up the contents of the Old Testament. 

Among the most discussed, for instance, are the accounts of the creation, 

the flood, and, somewhat less disputed, the Tower of Babel, all in the 

first section of Genesis.228 The processes by which the many elements in 

Hebrew literature were written down, in some cases probably from oral 

sources, and combined to result in the twenty-four books making up the 

Hebrew scriptures229 (thirty-nine in modern versions) and the dates at 

which these took place, is very largely a matter of speculation. 

A hypothesis, tentatively accepted above as reasonable, suggests that 

the Book of Kings was compiled by prophetic schools in the sixth 

century b.c.230 The existence of such schools is suggested by references 

to groups of prophets in the time of Saul (I Sam. 10:5, 10; 19:20) and 

particularly in the time of Elisha (II Ki. 2:3 etc.), and later evidently 

associated with the Jerusalem Temple (Jer. 23:11; 26:7). In general, in 

view of the existence of writing throughout the period of the Hebrew 

monarchy, there is no reason to doubt that descriptions of events, or 

records of utterances, could have been written down more or less 

contemporaneously.231 It is reasonable to view theories of literary 

history in this light.232 

226 See B 170, Z92—5. 227 Sec B 170, 298—30, 

228 See for standard critical views b i 20, 5 2—7; b i 26, 85—8; for an assessment of the relationship 

with Babylonian literature, b 189; and for a conservative view, b 147, 5 42-51. 

229 See conveniently B 154, 17. 230 ni2.i, 445. 

231 See, e.g. b 147, 201-10. 232 As is done by b 147. Cf. b 120; b 126. 
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2. Society and religion 

Other aspects of Hebrew culture have been mentioned in their historical 

setting in the preceding pages, and they are usefully discussed in more 

detail elsewhere.233 

3. Art and architecture 

If an account of the arts of Israel and Judah is confined to strict 

chronological limits and restricted to the archaeological remains actually 

recovered from Palestine, the material available for consideration is very 

limited. The accounts of the building and adornment of the Temple in 

the time of the united monarchy present a picture of sumptuous art, 

largely in the Phoenician tradition, but while a great many buildings 

have been found in excavations, they are only preserved to the extent of 

the lower parts of their walls. Thus, while plans can be restored, it is 

difficult to obtain an idea of their overall appearance. The royal quarter, 

built largely in the ninth century at Samaria, shows masonry of a very 

high quality,234 which argues that the complete palace buildings must 

have offered an imposing and well-finished appearance, indicative to 

some extent of the look of the public buildings in Jerusalem. The 

evidence of the Assyrian bas-reliefs, which affect to show the city of 

Lachish at the end of the eighth century, has to be used with caution since 

the artists were inclined to use a standard convention of walls and towers 

to represent all foreign cities without regard to the particular features of 

any individual one.235 

Prominent among the elements of architectural decoration which 

have survived are the so-called proto-Aeolic column and pilaster 

capitals236 of the tenth and ninth centuries. These mainly range in height 

from about 40—50 cm and in breadth from 90-115 cm.232 Four examples 

from Megiddo and probably one from Jerusalem are of Solomonic date, 

while other examples from Megiddo, Samaria, and Hazor in Israel, and 

from Ramat Rahel in Judah (Pis. Vol., pi. 15 2), all probably of the ninth 

century, show that the design continued to be used in both parts of the 

divided kingdom, and indeed also in Moab, where one has been found at 

Medeibiyeh.238 Though it has been suggested that this decorative 

element originated in Palestine,239 a Phoenician origin, or at least 

inspiration, is more likely,240 and this would explain the fact that, though 

233 B 109; B 275; B 280. 232 C^H 467-8. 

235 See, e.g., a 129, 60-4, 123-4, i75- 236 gee CAHui^.i, 469. 

232 B 29IB, 14, IJ. 238 B 67, 27-44; B 29IB, I-II. 239 g 291B, 88-9I. 

2« See C^H 1112.1,469. 
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at Megiddo and probably at Samaria and Ramat Rahel the already 

existing examples continued in use and were visible until the Assyrian 

and Babylonian destructions respectively, no new examples seem to have 

been made after the end of the period of strong Phoenician influence. 

A comparable architectural element is a short column with palmette 

capital above a collar of pendant leaves, 36.4 cm in total height, 

fragments of four examples of which were found at Ramat Rahel (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 168).241 These, when restored, were found closely to resemble 

balustrades shown in the lower parts of window apertures in carved 

Phoenician ivories, and are therefore plausibly interpreted in this way. 

These Ramat Rahel examples appear to have been used in threes,242 but 

the number presumably varied according to the size of the aperture, 

because some carved ivories show windows with four,243 and a bas-relief 

from the palace of Sennacherib at Nineveh shows two.244 The fragments 

bore traces of iron-based red paint, suggesting a brightly coloured 

appearance, such as is known from surviving traces on other monuments 

from the ancient Near East.245 if this building is indeed that of Jehoiakim 

condemned by Jeremiah,246 this evidence would confirm the traditional 

interpretation as ‘red’242 of the Hebrew word Bhr used by him to 

describe the paint on it (Jer. 22:14), ^^d by Ezekiel of Babylonian wall 

decorations (Ezek. 23:14). Though these balustrades were associated 

with a late phase of the building (late seventh to early sixth century b.c.), 

they probably originally formed part of a structure of about the ninth 

century, one also decorated with proto-Aeolic capitals,248 and are yet 

another manifestation of Phoenician influence on early Hebrew art. 

Another example of architectural decoration is a small column base, 

three examples of which out of a probable original four were found at 

Dan in the far north of Israel, near Lake Huleh.249 In this instance the 

function of these appears to have been to receive the bases of four pillars, 

perhaps of wood, which supported a canopy over a throne or something 

of the kind. Their well-seated positions on the ground, when found, 

argued against an alternative explanation of them as capitals. This type 

had the form of a circular cushion or a partially flattened flower bud with 

six petals enclosing it, separated by vertical divisions. These examples 

come from a level dated by the excavator to the late tenth century b.c. 

They belong in the same tradition as eighth-century examples from the 

B 9, 5&-8, pis. 44-8; B 67,42-3. 242 B 67, 42. 

242 A 114, 145-51, 172-3, pi. IV; B 67, 142-4. 

244 A I 14, 146 fig. 53; A I 33, pi. 40; B 67, 43 fig. II. 245 A I 25, 28; A I40, I5-I7. 

244 See p. 393 above. 247 Septuagint hiAtos; Vulgate jiiw/w/. 248 b 209 iv/2, 211-13. 

249 B 49 I, 3 20. 
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Aramaean and Neo-Hittite cities of Zincirli, Arslan Tash,250 Car- 

chemish,25i which differ in having a rather more complex petal pattern, 

and in being carved in one with a square plinth. The north Syrian 

examples perhaps represent a later stage in the sequence, but the fact that 

the examples from Dan are earlier and simpler does not necessarily mean 

that the design originated in Israel. Indeed the probability is that it 

represents an Aramaean tradition, present in northern Israel as a result of 

the close contacts with Aram in the period of the early monarchy.252 

An idea of the kind of architectural decoration used in important 

buildings by Israel’s near neighbours in the earlier centuries of the 

Hebrew monarchy is given by the carved stone orthostat slab showing a 

winged sphinx of the ninth or eighth century b.c. found at Damascus.253 

This sculpture is in the Phoenician tradition and shows accomplished 

and elegant workmanship. Two basalt orthostat slabs, one showing a 

crudely carved palm tree and the other simple vertical lines, from “^En 

Gev on the east shore of the Sea of Galilee,254 in what was probably 

Hebrew territory, show a very marked contrast with this Damascus 

relief. These slabs are not precisely dated, the settlement itself having 

been occupied from the tenth to the second century b.c., so that they 

could represent a crude local tradition, or a late decline from the 

sophisticated foreign standards of the earlier centuries. 

In the category of religious furnishings made of stone is a type of 

horned altar or offering stand in the form of a squared block witfi a 

slightly depressed top and ‘horns’ at the four upper corners, the whole 

tapering towards the base. The best known examples of this type, 

averaging 54-5 cm in height, were found with other religious cult 

equipment, mainly pottery, in a late Canaanite, perhaps eleventh or tenth 

century, context at Megiddo,255 but an example from a ninth to eighth 

century context at Tell Abu Qudeis in northern Israel,255 probably the 

Kedesh mentioned in Judges 4:11, shows that such altars were used by 

the Hebrews. The same ‘horns’, mentioned in references to altars in the 

Old Testament (Ex. 29:12; Lev. 4:7), were also present on the larger 

eighth-century altar built of several blocks which was found at Arad.257 

An incense altar of different design, two cone shapes tapering to a disk at 

their junction, was found in a tenth-century context at Beersheba.258 

While the carved slabs from “^En Gev and that from Damascus were 

250 B 239, I 30, figs. I Z}-6. 

25« A 942II, 15 5, figs. 60-1; E. Akurgal, The Birtbof Greek Art: Tbe Mediterraneanand the Near East 

(London, 1968)83-5 and figs. 50-1. 252 CAhin^.z^ CAH111^.4^1, 461. 
CAH iii2,i, 494 and n. 47. 254 g p ^g^. g 18—19, 

255 A 45, no. 575; B 211, pi. 12; B 49 III, fig. on p. 846. 256 g fig. p. 702. 

252 IIl2.i, 481. Pis. Vol., pi, 159. ^ B 12; B 13; B 49 IV, fig. on p. 168. 
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presumably elements of architectural decoration, another type of monu¬ 

ment familiar from the Near East in the time of the Hebrew monarchy 

was the stela, either with carvings in relief, or with monumental 

inscriptions. Such stelae were erected to commemorate victories, to 

record the completion of building projects or the fulfilment of vows, or 

sometimes the burial of important men. None has been found in 

Palestine proper, but the Moabite Stone (Pis. Vol., pi. 146), a well- 

executed black basalt stela in the form of a smoothed slab tapering 

upwards to a rounded top and surrounded by a projecting rim, the face 

bearing a thirty-four line inscription in a very elegantly cut alphabetic 

script, is typical of what might have been set up in Israel or Judah. This 

ninth-century monument is a building inscription, recording the con¬ 

struction by Mesha of a cultic platform, though it also gives much other 

historical information.^5^ The inscription in the Siloam tunnel, while not 

free-standing, falls into this same category.2*0 Jt was executed on a 

specially dressed surface about 50 cm high, which left sufficient space 

above the inscription for some other form of carving. Though the 

Hebrews violated the religious ideal of the faithful Yahwists in many 

ways, they may have been exceptional in the world of their time in not 

setting up stelae. The official, Shebna, was condemned by Isaiah for 

building himself an elaborate tomb, but if this tomb is that which has 

survived in Siloam^^' it bore only a funerary inscription (Pis. Vol., pi. 

161), and no other form of decoration. Two funerary stelae of the early 

sixth century b.c. from Nerab near Aleppo show the type of monument 

which might have been used by the unorthodox in Israel or Judah. These 

two stelae are inscribed in Aramaic with funerary inscriptions of two 

priests, Sin-zer-ibni and Si^gabbari, and bear sculptures in low relief 

representing the two dead men.2^2 From Shihan in Transjordan, a basalt 

slab carved in fairly high relief showing a kilted male figure holding a 

spear, of uncertain date but possibly of the early first millennium b.c., 

may again show the kind of palace or temple decoration known to the 

Hebrews by way of their near neighbours.2^3 

In the category of stone sculpture in the round, a number of statues 

and heads from the kingdom of Ammon give a good idea of the art of the 

period. This sort of representation was of course forbidden to the 

Hebrews by the Decalogue, but the fact that no comparable examples 

have yet been found in Hebrew territory does not mean that they were 

not made in the many periods of rehgious deviation. Over twenty 

259 See p. 442 above. Cy4H m^.j^ 466 n. i8j, 482—5; b 68, 257-40. 

2^ See pp. 556-7 and 442 above. Sec p. 565 above. 

262 fn^rbn^A 15, no. 225; a45,no. 280; B 154,95—7no. \ ^)ifghr{A 15,no. 226; a45,no. 655;B 154, 

95—8 no. 19). A 45, no. 177; B 34, 258, dated earlier by some (e.g. b 26, 79, pi. 11). 
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Fig. I j. Stone statuette from Amman. (After b j 1, pi. 10.) 

examples, including seven statues and seventeen heads, have been found, 

several on the citadel at Amman (cf. Fig. 15) and others at neighbouring 

sites.On the basis of stylistic variations these have been classified into 

five chronological groups, covering the period from about 800 b.c. to 

the Babylonian conquest in the early sixth century b.c.,^*^ the inscribed 

statue of Yerah-'azar, which dates from the late eighth century,2^6 falUng 

in the third group, and thus helping to date the sequence. Several of these 

sculptures, including two from the earliest group, all four pieces making 

up the second group (from about the third quarter of the eighth century), 

and three heads from the final group (late seventh to early sixth century), 

are shown bearded and wearing a stylized version of the Egyptian ate/ 

crown. This head-dress, which consisted of the white crown of Upper 

Egypt with plumes on either side, was part of the characteristic dress of 

the god Osiris.The better preserved of the full-length figures is shown 

dressed in an ankle-length garment with a band of cloth draped 

diagonally from the left shoulder downwards across the chest.^68 The 

other figure is too damaged for the details of the garment to be clear. 

2^ See conveniently b 2. 265 g 2, 70-6. 

2*6 See p. 556 n. 97, and p. 359 above. 267 ^ 2, 34-6. 

2*® B 49 rv, 991; B 52, pi. x; B 164, pi. 1—2; B 296, 421-4, nn. 317, 326, pi. 273. 
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These figures may be representations of Ammonite kings, but it is 

equally possible that the exotic headdress marks them out as images of 

one of the principal Ammonite gods, perhaps Milkom, whose name, 

sometimes in the spelling malkam, is well known from the Old Testa¬ 

ment (I Ki. 11:5—33; Jer. 49:1—3; Zeph. 1:5), and from whose image 

David is described as on one occasion removing the head-dress of solid 

gold, weighing a full talent (about 30 kg) (II Sam. 12:30 = ! Chron. 
20:2).269 

A similarly proportioned figure is the late eighth-century statue of 

Yerah-'^azar, already mentioned,^™ which shows the king in a full-length 

garment, similar to that of the figure of the deity, with the diagonal band 

of cloth, but in this instance having a pleated skirt. Also clearly of this 

same group is a complete statue of a woman, shown with long hair 

parted in the middle and a full-length garment.221 Amman is also the 

source of other sculptured pieces, notably four female double, or Janus- 

type, heads,222 possibly representing another deity. 

There was a long tradition of bronze figurines in the ancient Near 

East, and a small number of examples may be dated to the period of the 

monarchy in Palestine. From near Tel Dan comes a figurine, probably 

of Egyptian inspiration, of a pacing woman in a long close-fitting 

garment, probably dating from the eighth or seventh century (Fig. 
l6).223 

In the field of animal sculpture in stone all that can be cited from 

Palestine is a couchant lion of about the ninth or eighth century from 

Tell Beit Mirsim;22‘' but a well-executed bronze lion was found in the 

level of about the eighth century at Arad (Fig. 17).2^5 In decorative 

bronze working an idea of outside influences is given by a bronze horned 

‘standard’ possibly of Assyrian manufacture, found in a seventh/sixth- 

century context (level VI) at Tell esh-Shari'a,226 and a number of 

furniture fittings of the Achaemenian period from Samaria227 and Tell 

el-Far'ah (south).228 Associated with the fittings from Tell el-Far'^ah were 

a fine silver fluted bowl, and a silver ladle with its handle in the form of a 

nude female holding the scoop.229 

A flask-shaped bronze jug found inside two simple bronze buckets 

from a ninth- to eighth-century context at Jerusalem280 is an example of 

earlier accomphshments in this field, and the inscribed seventh-century 

269 Taking ^ateret-malkam in this sense rather than ‘crown of their king’ of the English Versions. 

270 See p. 536 n. 97, and p. 559above, a 45, no. 64; b 2, aj—7 no. ix; b 52, pis. 11,13; b 296,421-4 

and n. 317, pi. 274; b 192A, 79-80, fig. i ( = b 128. 82-5, pi. 7). 271 q ,6^^ 93-4, pis. i, 3. 

® 5 5 5» 3 3“5» P^s. xxi-xxiii. 273 g 2.4% 270, pi. 5 6a-b; b 296, 427. 

274 B 21, 67—8, pi. 23; b 37, pis. 1-3; b 296, 438-9, n. 416. 

275 C-r^H IIl2.1, 504; A 45 no. 806; B 49 I, 84. B49rv, 1069. 277 B 49 IV, 1040. 

278 A 45 no. 140; B 163; B 266 I, 14. pi. XLV—XLVi; B 525, fig. 44. 

279 A 45, no. 137; B 49 IV, 1080; B 57 I, 389, fig. I42. 280 g I32-5, pIs. 49-5I. 
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Fig. 16. Bronze figurine of a woman from Tel Dan. (After b Z4g, pi. 563.) 

Fig. 17. Bronze lion from Arad. (After b 49 i, 84.) 

bronze bottle from Tell Siran mentioned above^si is the production of a 

near neighbour. Another indication of the type of outside artistic 

influence that was probably coming to Judah is given by a bronze bowl, 

among a large cache of western booty or tribute of the ninth or eighth 

century, found in the North Palace at Nimrud. This was decorated with a 

chased and engraved central rosette within a looped chain of stylized 

marsh reeds, and identified as the actual or intended property of Ahiah 

281 See p. 379 and n. 6o above. 
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(^hyw), a Hebrew name with the Judaean spelling of the divine 
element.282 

A carefully decorated bone handle (Pis. Vol., pi. 156), perhaps 

originally from a bronze mirror, showing a winged human figure with 

hands extended towards a stylized tree, was found in the early eighth- 

century B.c. level (VI) at Hazor.283 Bone was the cheap equivalent of 

ivory, a material with a well-established working tradition in the Near 

East. The most accomplished craftsmen in ivory during the first 

millennium were the Phoenicians, and the majority of the carved ivories 

so far found in Iron Age Palestine were probably of Phoenician 

manufacture. A substantial group was found in the ninth/eighth-century 

palace at Samaria, and though they did not come from a closely dated 

context, stylistic similarity with major groups from Arslan Tash, Khor- 

sabad, and Nimrud makes it probable that, apart from some examples 

possibly to be dated in the ninth century,28'* the major part of the group 

was imported in the eighth century. These show very skilful carving 

executed both in low relief and openwork with provision for decoration 

of glass and paste inlays. The main decorative motifs are winged 

sphinxes, winged goddesses, the child Horus seated on a lotus, and lotus 

and palmette patterns (Pis. Vol., pis. i48-5o).285 That this style of 

carving was imitated locally is shown not only by the bone mirror handle 

from Razor mentioned above but also by an ivory cosmetic spoon from 

the same eighth-century level (VI) at Razor, crudely carved with a 

palmette pattern (Pis. Vol, pi. 15 5).286 

A fragment of shell, perhaps from a bowl, decorated on the outside 

with an incised band of alternating looped flowers and buds around a 

stylized rosette, found in a late seventh-century b.c. context at Arad,287 

shows the continuing use of Phoenician motifs at this date, though this 

piece may have been an import. Phoenician inspiration is also evident in 

the decoration of some examples of a group of stone bowls with tubular 

spouts, variously described as ‘censers’, ‘incense spoons’, or ‘incense 

pipes’, and widely known in the Levant.288 An example, probably of the 

ninth century, from Tell Beit Mirsim takes the form of a shallow bowl 

with a lion’s head at the rim and a tube entering the bowl through his 

gaping jaws, and projecting as a pipe outside. The back is decorated with 

a pattern of palmettes and volutes (Fig. 18fl).289 Other examples include 

one of about the ninth century from ‘En Gev,290 and two of the eighth or 

^ B 54, 4-5 (fig. 5, N. 75), 7 (no. 4), pi. Ill; B 55, 62, figs. 42-3; B 156. 

^ A 45, no. 854; B 349, pi. xxxvia. ^ b 104, pis. x.i—2, xi.i, xxii.i. 

28S 471, 506-7; A 45, no. 649; B 49IV, 1039; b 104; C. D. de Mertzenfeldt, Inventaire 

commente des ivoirespbeniciens (Paris, 1954) 62—75, P^s. vui—xxii. 286 ^ pj xxxvib. 

287 8491,88. 288 85711,387-8. 

289 A 45, no. 592; B 21 III, 70-3, pis. 28: 1—3, 59 a-b; b 26, 132 fig. 37. ^34^ ii, 382. 
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Fig. 18. Stone ‘incense spoons’ (a, b) and saucer (r), from Tell Beit Mirsim (a), Megiddo (i). and 

Shechem (r). (After (a) A 4), no. J911 (b) b hi, pi. 17; (r) B 307, pi. i6a, b.) 

seventh century from Megiddo.These are cruder and more simply 

decorated. One of the Megiddo examples and that from "^En Gev, hke 

others found outside Palestine, are decorated on the outside with the 

representation of a human hand, the wrist coinciding with the tube or 

pipe, and the fingers reaching to the further rim (Fig. i8/t). This feature 

has led to a plausible connexion with the item of Hebrew Temple 

furniture referred to as a Uterally ‘hand’ (Ex. 25:29; 37:16; Num. 

17:14+ etc.), variously translated ‘spoon’, ‘dish’ or the like. The Old 

Testament references show that the Temple kappot were made of gold 

(or bronze; Jer. 52:18) and suggest that they were used both for libation 

(Ex. 25:29; 37:16) and for incense (Num. 17:14), and this type of object 

29^ B 57 n, 586 fig. 55j; b 211, 18-19, P^- 
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could indeed be used for either purpose, though no examples have 
shown evidence of actual burning in their interiors. 

A number of examples of another stone type, possibly a cosmetic 
palette, have been found. These are small bowls with wide rims and 

shallow central depressions, the rim and sometimes the bowl being 
decorated with circles and simple geometric designs (Fig. i8r).292 

A popular or vulgar type of art distantly related to sculpture was that 
executed in baked clay, a cheap and abundant material requiring only the 
skill in mixing and firing of the specialist. In spite of the condemnation in 
the Decalogue of the fashioning of images of living creatures, a number 
of examples have been uncovered in excavated levels of the period of the 
monarchy. Female figurines were common in the Canaanite period,253 
and this tradition seems to have been adopted by the Hebrews. A 
characteristic shape, of which over five hundred examples have been 
found, was the ‘pillar figurine’ showing the upper part of a woman, 
usually wearing a wig, supporting her breasts with her hands, and with 
the lower part of the body represented by a plain cylinder spreading to a 
trumpet-shaped base.^^-* One variation of this type depicts the female 
holding or playing a tambour.^^s 

Another common type, carrying on a Bronze Age tradition, shows a 
female figure in relief on a flat, rectangular plaque; and a considerable 
number of terracotta horse-and-rider figurines, as well as simple quad¬ 
rupeds and birds have been found in excavations.^96 

The artefact most abundantly recovered from excavations in Palestine 
is the pottery vessel, and its forms and decoration may reasonably be 
counted as a subdivision of art. To a large extent the shapes were 
developments of those already in use in the Canaanite period of the 
second millennium, while the surface decoration consisted most com¬ 
monly of a plain slip, usually red, with very little use of decorative 
painting other than in the form of lines and circles.The shapes 
comprised bowls, chalices, goblets, kraters, amphoriskoi, jugs, juglets, 
pilgrim bottles, and pyxides, as well as cooking pots, storage jars, and 
lamps.298 A number of imported Phoenician, Cypriot, and Assyrian 
types were also in use,299 and the very fine pottery with highly burnished 
red slip recognized first at Samaria and therefore often referred to as 
‘Samaria ware’ is most probably to be seen as a Phoenician import, or 

292 B 307. 293 A 45, no. 469 (nos. I, j, lo, II, and probably nos. 2—4, 6). 

29^ A 45 00.469(00. 8); B 23,69-70, pis. 31, 34, 56-7; B 26, fig. 38; B 5 5, fig. 21; B 163, 121-2, I 24-5 

(Type a); B 313, 9, 13, pis. 3, 8; b 543, 118 and fig. 72. 

295 A 45, no. 469 (nos. 9, 12); B49 iv, 1103. 

296 B 163, 122—7, Types C-H. 297 5^^ g 205-6; B 36, 19I-2. 

298 B 36, 195—265, 276—85, 291-3. 

299 B 36, 270-5, 286-91; on bichrome ware as Phoenician, see b 85, 177, 194. 
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perhaps as made locally by Phoenician potters.™ There are occasional 

instances of decorative painting of pottery going beyond the simple lines 

and circles mentioned above, and the sherd preserving part of the 

painting of a bearded figure seated on a throne from Ramat Rahel (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 169)30* shows a good mastery of line by the artist. Whether this 

was simply a trial sketch on a broken sherd, or part of a large scene on a 

complete pot is not clear. That some pots were decorated is shown by the 

finds from Kuntillet Ajrud,™ but these are by comparison extremely 

crude, as are incised representations of birds on sherds from Gibeon, 

both of the seventh century b.c.™ The skill of the artist of the Ramat 

Rahel sherd suggests that he was a specialist, and it raises the possibility 

of the existence of fresco paintings in Israel and Judah like those known 

in Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Syria in the first millennium. 

Throughout the ancient Near East a minor art form of great import¬ 

ance which reflected the artistic styles of different areas and periods was 

the seal. Over three hundred seals, usually in the form of stamps rather 

than cylinders, have either been found in Palestine, or may be associated 

with the ancient Hebrews by the personal names which they bear. This 

latter line of evidence is not entirely straightforward, however, since, 

while those which incorporate the divine element ‘Yahweh’ are clearly 

Hebrew, others are marked by their find spots and from their usage in the 

Old Testament are likely to be Hebrew, but this cannot be fully relied 

upon. They include Shema from Megiddo, Hosea from Lachish and Tell 

Judeideh, Shebna from Tell en-Nasbeh and Ramat Rahel, Eliakim from 

Tell Beit Mirsim and Ramat Rahel, Menahem from Jerusalem, Ramat 

Rahel, Beth Shemesh, and Tell Judeideh, and Haggai from Jerusalem, 

Nablus, and Tel Aviv. Probably more reliable is the evidence of 

palaeography. Proposed identifications of Hebrew, as against Phoeni¬ 

cian, Ammonite, Moabite, Edomite, and Aramaic, seals have been made, 

with a tentative relative chronology based on typological development 

and occasional absolute dates, such as that provided by a seal reasonably 

associated with Jeroboam.30^ On the basis of this framework, and 

making use of the spellings of the divine element with -yhw, and -jjp as 

dialect indicators between Judah and Israel,303 a tentative idea of the 

artistic elements on Hebrew seals may be obtained. It appears first of all 

that no clearly datable examples belong to the ninth century,30^ but by 

the middle of the eighth century a sufficient number were in use, and 

survivals give an idea of the kind of decoration favoured at the time. 

5“ See CAH and n. 224. See p. 395 and n. 177 above. 

302 B 222. 303 A 45, nos. 792-3. 

^ B 157, 79-151 (and cf. B 248); B 161, 18-120. 305 CAH 4J0. 
306 The Phoenicianizing seal tentatively connected with Jezebel, the ninth-century queen 

{CAH in2.1,470), is dated palaeographically to the late eighth or early seventh century (b 15 7,175-6 

no. 6). 
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Israel ceased to exist as an independent state before the end of the eighth 

century, so that the Israelite seals are confined to this short period. 

One of the finest seals recorded, almost certainly Israelite, of the 

time of Jeroboam II (782—75 5),307 though lost and known only from 

casts (Pis. Vol., pi. 147), can be seen to show fine and skilful modelling in 

the intaglio representation of a lion. The hon was used as an artistic motif 

in all of the cultures of the Near East including that of the Hebrews (I Ki. 

7:29, j6; 10:19—20), and this example cannot be said to be particularly 

Mesopotamian, Egyptian, or Phoenician in style or stance, and indeed 

other inscribed seals decorated with comparable lions are probably 

mainly Aramaic or Ammonite;^^® so it may be a largely local product 

with possible influences from the east and north east. A clear Phoenician 

device showing a winged, kilted, human figure is shown on the seal of 

Joab, probably of the first half of the eighth century,and at about the 

same date a scaraboid of Shebnaiah shows a human figure in a long robe, 

holding a staff, and two winged discs framing the inscription on the 

reverse.The figure is not specifically Phoenician in style, but the 

upper, drooping winged disk is found frequently on Phoenician seals.' 

Another version of the drooping winged disc is found on the slightly 

later, probably mid-eighth-century, scarab seal of Qeniah,^'^ which bears 

the Egyptianizing udjat eye, a device not commonly used in Phoenician 

art; and another seal of about the same date, that of Abiah, shows similar 

Egyptianizing elements typical of Phoenician art in the ankh (‘life’) sign 

above, and a winged uraeus (cobra) below the inscription (Fig. 19^).^'^ 

Another popular Phoenician motif, the child sun-god squatting over a 

lotus bud, is found on the seals of Abiah and Asaiah,^’"* probably of the 

first and second halves of the eighth century respectively. These seals, 

chosen from a greater number identified as Israelite by the -yw ending, 

show clearly the strong Phoenician influence on the northern kingdom 

in the last century of its existence. 

It has to be noted that the seals of Shebnaiah and Abiah designate the 

owners ‘servant of Uzziah’. This Uzziah has been identified with Uzziah, 

king of Judah (767—740), and if this is correct these seal inscriptions 

would have to be identified as Judaean rather than Israelite, and the 

vabdity of yhw and yw as dialect indicators would fall into doubt. The 

title ‘servant’ is very commonly used in association with ‘the king’ or a 

known king’s name, but there are examples giving names not known 

^ iii^.I, 501 and n. no; B 160, no. j. ^ b 150, lyjHS, pi. 5, nos. 18-24. 

^ Bin, pi. XIX.9; B 521, 361 no. 9. 

Bin, pi. XXI.4; B 15 7, 84 no. 4; B 521, 567—8 no. 67. 

Cf. B 130, 8 (nos. 101, 102, 125), 12 (no. 175), pis. 6 (no. 55), 7 (nos. 69, 98). 

^*2 Bin, pi. XIX. 13; B 157, no no. 60; B 521, 561 no. 13. 

3*3 B 157, 115 no. 72; B 160, no. 36; B 232, pi. XII.3; B 521, 572 no. 123. 

31^ Bin, pis. XXI.2, XX.8; b 521, 367 (no. 65), 364 (no. 58). 
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abed e 

Fig. 19. Palestinian seals from the mid-eighth and seventh centuries b.c. (After (a-h) Bin, pis. 

19.13, 21.6; (f) B 160, no. 44; (d) B 232, pi. 12.4; (e) B III, pi. 20.20.) 

from Other sources as those of kings,^*^ though they may nevertheless be 

so: the matter must remain open. The relations between Israel and Judah 

were probably peaceful at this time in any case,^^^ so that manufacture of 

these Uzziah seals in Israel for use in Judah cannot be ruled out. The 

division of seals by these criteria, however, shows no marked difference 

between the two kingdoms. While some mid-eighth-century examples 

such as the seals of Jeremiah and Nathaniah^'’? are decorated with not 

pardcularly Phoenician gazelles, and the later seal of Jaazaniah (Fig. 

of the second half of the seventh century has a cleverly stylized 

cock, again without clear Phoenician influence, the Phoenician element 

is nevertheless clearly evident in Judaean seals. The late eighth-century 

scarab of Ashna^'® has an Egyptianizing device of uraei and lotus buds 

round a disk; the scaraboid of Jekamiah (Fig. i9r)320 of about 700 b.c. 

shows a kilted man with an Egyptian wig spearing a griffin; the mid¬ 

seventh century scaraboid of Shephatiah (Fig. i is decorated with a 

crudely stylized winged uraeus facing an anld) sign; and typically 

Phoenician stylized voluted palmettes are used to decorate the mid¬ 

seventh-century seal of Hananiah^^z ^nd the scaraboid of the second half 

of the seventh century of Shebnaiah.^^s 

It seems that besides owners who accepted this sort of decoration 

others held to another, more orthodox, tradition which favoured only 

very simple motifs. Examples of this are a seal of the second half of the 

eighth century of Nehemiah324 which has two lines of script separated by 

a simple quasi-floral device; the mid-seventh-century scaraboid of 

Hananiah (Fig. with an even simpler linear divider; and the late 

seventh-century seal of another Hananiah,326 dating from the last years 

3*5 Edoinite:jri7(8157,166-7 no. 7); Aramaic: ^trfmn (b 15 7,40 no. 78) and possibly (b 15 7, 

16 no. 12). The seal inscription Ijkl^hd^brm (b 157, 41 no. 82) is probably spurious (b 248). 

3*6 505. 317 B I 11, pi. XX.2; B 161 no. 45. 

3*8 Bill, pi. XXI.6; B 161 no'. 5. B 157, 85 no. 2; b 232, pi. XI1.9. 

3® B 157, 128 no. 105; B 160 no. 44. 321 B JJO. 19; B l6o no. 50; B 232, pi. XII.4. 

322 B I I I, pi. XIX.25; B 157, 123-4 no. 94; B 232, pi. XV.5. 

323 B I 11, pi. XIX.I 5; B 157, I 12 HO. 64. 324 b i 1pi. XIX.30; B 1 57, I 35 nO. 119. 

325 B Ill, pi. XX.20; B 157, 103 no. 44. 326 B III, pi. XIX.24: B I57, I23 nO. 93. 
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of the southern kingdom, has a simple linear frame for the inscription, 

encircled, however, by a more elaborate border of linked pomegranates. 

The simple inscribed form of seal predominates in the -yhw seals dated 

palaeographically to the end of the seventh and the early sixth century ,^27 

as in those showing the late -jh spelling,228 and this form is found also in 

the post-Exilic Hebrew seals inscribed in Aramaic script of which the 

impressions on clay huUae were found in a cache in the Jerusalem 

region.329 While further study may necessitate revision of the datings and 

national ascriptions of these seals, the Yahweh names ensure that they 

were the property of Hebrews, and therefore that they give a reasonable 

idea of the types of decoration in use during the eighth and seventh 

centuries. 

The backs of scaraboid seals were sometimes decorated, and two 

examples, both carved with what appear to be negroid heads, were found 

at two sites, both near to the Mediterranean, Tell Qasile and Azor.^^o 

327 B 157, figs. 58—60 nos. 78, 92, 96(?), 99 (= B 321, nos. 239, 218, 241, 26 respectively). 

328 B 157,figs.60-1 nos. Ill, i26(= b 321, nos. 135, 175 respectively). 

329 B 44, pis. I, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12. See also p. 439 above. 330 b 49 i, 147, iv, 966. 
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CHAPTER 32 

PHOENICIA AND PHOENICIAN 

COLONIZATION 

W. CULICAN 

I. SETTING AND HISTORY 

‘Phoenicia’ in the widest sense was the name given by the Greeks to the 

coasts of what is now Syria, Lebanon, and Israel. (For the name 

‘Phoenicia’ see CAH ii^. 2,5 20.) In a narrower sense it was interpreted as 

the coast from about Dor in the south, northwards to about present-day 

Tripoli (an area referred to as Metropolitan Phoenicia in this'chapter). It 

consisted of a chain of towns situated in a narrow coastal strip of land 

seldom more than 3 km in width backed by the Lebanon mountains and 

the Carmel range. Of these Tyre, Sidon, and Byblos, all flourishing 

towns in the Late Bronze Age, remained important throughout most of 

the first millennium b.c.; they were the Phoenician towns best known to 

ancient writers and have provided the bulk of Phoenician inscriptions of 

any historical importance. Together with Arados (modern Arvad or 

Ruad), the island town off the Syrian coast (Pis. Vol., pi. 129), these three 

issued the main Phoenician coinages during the fifth century. From these 

inscriptions and coins certain broad historical and cultural information 

may be gleaned. All other direct sources of Phoenician history have been 

lost; even the Phoenician inscriptions are not noted for the historical 

information they contain. Tyre at least kept historical records, written 

down probably in annalistic form. We gather from the Wen-Amun story 

that Byblos also had chronicles. Josephus, the Jewish historian of the 

first century a.d., made use of the Hellenistic historian Menander of 

Ephesus {Contra Apionem, ii6ff; Ant. Jud. viii.144; ix.283), who had 

derived from Tyrian chronicles a list of the kings of Tyre together with 

their individual lengths of reign and other details, some of which 

Josephus reproduced. It is not known whether the work of Dius, a 

Greek historian otherwise unknown who composed a ‘History of the 

Phoenicians’ to which Josephus briefly referred, was based on original 

sources or not. The Christian historian Eusebius quotes Philo of Byblos 

who had transmitted in Greek dress details of Phoenician religion from 

Sanchuniathon, the oldest (about 700 b.c.?) Phoenician writer whose 
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Map 6. Phoenicia. 

name has been preserved.' The Bible is the only other source, but of 

course is indirect: Kings and Chronicles give accounts of the dealings of 

Hebrew royalty with Phoenician rulers, whilst the prophecies of Isaiah 

and Ezekiel gloat over the downfall of Sidon and Tyre. Papyrus was 

certainly the material used for Phoenician records and communications, 

and, except for a few personal letters which have been preserved in the 

dry conditions of Egypt, has generally perished. The clay bullae carrying 

seal impressions and the imprints of the papyrus documents which they 

once sealed have been found in both Phoenicia and the western 

colonies.2 Inscriptions on stone, pottery ostraca and clay, some seventy 

of which have been found in the Phoenician homeland, are mostly 

funerary and dedicatory, but they remain important sources for the 

’ C 9, 195^ 212. ^ C 60, 57-60. 
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existence of individual rulers and of supplementary information, 

especially concerning religious practices and personal names. 

Since Phoenicia was thought of by the Greeks as a group of individual 

city states rather than as a ‘nation’ or ‘race’ we gain nothing from them 

about either its ethnic composition or its territorial extent. Basically the 

population was descended from the coastal Canaanites of the Bronze 

Age; their language was descended from Canaanite; but the population 

may well have included more northerly Semitic groups, particularly 

Amorites and men of Ugarit who had moved southwards. A small 

admixture of Cypriots, Aegeans, and Sea Peoples is only to be expected 

from the facts of geography and commerce. 

Byblos is the first city to provide primary evidence of the revival of the 

traditional Egyptian links which it had maintained in the second 

millennium. Statues of members of the Twenty-second dynasty (945— 

715), Shoshenq i (945-924), Osorkon I (924-889) and Osorkon II (874— 

850), found in the ruins of Byblos, were gifts from the pharaohs. Two of 

them are superinscribed in Phoenician by the local kings Abiba'^al and 

Eliba'al.3 There is also, on a separate slab, an inscription of a further king 

Shipit-ba'al.'* These three appear to have belonged to a dynasty headed 

by king Ahiram, whose sarcophagus, made for him by his son Ittoba'al, 

has provided the earliest substantial inscription in Phoenician script, 

usually dated to the early part of the tenth century b.c. (Pis. Vol., pi. 

13 6b). It is slightly predated perhaps by an inscribed bronze spatula from 

Byblos,^ naming Azar-ba'al, the earliest Phoenician known to us, and 

possibly royal. The decoration of Ahiram’s sarcophagus itself dates from 

about three centuries earlier, and the inscription is written in the place of 

the erasure of an earlier inscription in Proto-Byblian* of which traces 

remain. Whilst this casts doubt on the claim of Ittoba'al to have had the 

coffin made for his father, it does not alter the date of the inscription 

itself, whose epigraphy is firmly placed in about 1000 b.c.^ 

Sidon was the ‘first-born of Canaan’ (Gen. 10:15) according to 

classical tradition was the founder of both Arvad and Tyre.® Admirably 

situated for the conduct of coastal trade, with harbours to north and 

south, Sidon was in a small plain of high fertility much noted by Arab 

geographers.® Its dominion at one stage extended into the Valley of 

Lebanon (Biqa') and to Galilee (Jdg. 18:7, 28). There has been much 

debate about both the primacy and territorial control of Sidon, especially 

because in both Homeric and Biblical terms ‘Sidonians’ appears synony¬ 

mous, if not with Phoenicians as a whole, then certainly with more than 

the inhabitants of that city. This presupposes that at one period, perhaps 

3 A ij, nos. 5-6. c 5, 108, fig. 34. 5 A 15 no. 3; c 26. ‘ c 26. 

’ A 15, no. I. ® c 21, 130. ’ c 17. 
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from the reign of Ittoba'^al in the ninth century to Luli in the late eighth, 

Tyre and Sidon comprised a united kingdom, with the king of Sidon at 

the head.'O Ittoba'^al (Ethba'^al) himself, for instance, whom I Kings 16: 

31 designates the ‘King of the Sidonians’, appears as king of Tyre in 

Menander (Jos. Ant. Jud. viii.324). Likewise Hirummu, named as king 

of Tyre in the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser III (744—727), can scarcely 

be other than Hiram, king of the Sidonians, to whom one of the Mouti 

Sinoas bronze bowls was dedicated.” Luli (Elulaios), according to 

Menander, ruled both Sidon and Akku, but is named by Sennacherib as 

ruling Tyre and Akku.” On the other hand, there is no doubt that in the 

time of Esarhaddon the kings of these two cities were different men.^^ 

We have too little information about the roles of these two cities to 

postulate their political relationship, but it seems likely that at some 

period they formed a joint state and acted in concert and without the 

implication of Byblos, Arvad, and others; that Sidon had either some 

kind of historical or formal precedence; and that Tyre dominated 

politically and commercially from about 800 to 500 b.c. If there is any 

truth in the notion that Sidon founded both Tyre and Arvad, both of 

which were flourishing in the Late Bronze Age, then it is a question of 

‘refoundation’ only, perhaps after the depredations of the Sea Peoples; 

but it must be noted that it is a late tradition, born perhaps of inter-city 

rivalry. Nor is the commercial pre-eminence of Tyre necessarily to be 

deduced from the famous ‘burden of Tyre’ in Isaiah 23. Indications are 

that the original, the date of which is slightly later than that of the 

prophet himself who lived in the late eighth century, was composed 

about the destruction of Sidon probably in Esarhaddon’s campaign, and 

later adapted to lament the fall of Tyre to Nebuchadrezzar.” It is also to 

this event that the prophecies of Ezekiel 27, with their fulsome profile of 

Tyre’s trading network, essentially relate, though the dates of their 

original composition and interpolation, like that of the prophet himself, 

cause great difficulty.” 

I. Commerce 

The location of Tyre had many advantages; the island on which the old 

city was situated had natural defences and in time of siege could draw 

water from deep wells (Pis. Vol., pi. i3o<7).” There was abundance of 

water on the mainland opposite, and in addition there were fresh-water 

springs under the sea at many points, similar to those in the Bay of 

Shakka and off Arvad.” In fact these springs might well have given rise 

*•>021,135-4. >* A 3; II, §§ 309, 526, 347. *2052,252,261. 

*5 O 52, 252, 261. *< C 25. *5 c 3, 79-91. *^ 0 14, 56-9. *> 0 3, 59. 
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to Tyre’s conceit of itself as a seat of cosmic creation obliquely referred to 

by Ezekiel. 

The Biblical evidence (I Ki. 7:13—47; II Chron. 2:3—16) makes clear 

that Tyrians were expert bronze workers, and in Homer (Od. xv.425) 

Sidon is poljchalkos, rich in bronze. We have no knowledge of where 

these ores were obtained, but the coast of Syria and Palestine had an 

abundant metal supply in the Late Bronze Age and presumably it 

continued into the Iron Age together with, in the case of Phoenicia, the 

control of Cypriot resources.'* Two Babylonian cuneiform documents 

from Uruk show that in about 550 b.c. iron from Lebanon and both 

bronze and iron from Yaman (Cyprus or beyond) were imported to 

Babylonia together with valuable blue-dyed wool and cheaper red and 

purple dyes. Tin of unspecified origin is also listed in these documents of 

Iddina-ahu, who was importing from Phoenicia and Egypt."* The joint 

trading expeditions of Hiram and Solomon to Ophir and Tarshish have 

already been discussed.20 

From Mediterranean ports the Tyrians made shorter journeys to the 

ports on the coast of Cilicia, the land of Que. Since in later times both 

Tyre and Sidon are said in Assyrian inscriptions to have had alliances 

with kings of Que, Solomon’s horse-trading connexions with it (I Ki. 

10:28) were probably made within the framework of Phoenician enter¬ 

prise in this area. Tyre, according to Ezekiel (27:14), obtained horses 

from Togarmah in Cilicia. One Cilician ruler, Kilamuwa of Zincirli 

(Sam’al), writing in Phoenician about 825 b.c., gives the names of four 

earlier kings, all with Phoenician names. About a century later at 

Karatepe in the Taurus hills the local Hittite king Azatiwatas saw fit to 

have a full Phoenician translation set up of his monumental inscription^' 

in Hittite hieroglyphs. Some of the accompanying iconography is also 

Phoenician in character, as are the sculptured slabs of nearby Domuz- 

tepe. Both these sites lie above the Ceyhan river valley which gives access 

to the Meyemicil Pass of the Anti-Taurus. These and a few other minor 

Phoenician texts can only be explained by the existence of Phoenician 

entrepreneurs, if not colonists, in Cilicia.22 Some of the pottery and 

trinkets from Zincirli have an unmistakably Phoenician cast. Pottery 

from Tarsus of about 1000 b.c. has many aspects of Cypro-Phoenician 

ware. Taken together with the fact that the inscriptions of the Cilician 

rulers after 730 b.c. are written in either Hittite or the Aramaic of north 

Syria, it is clear that the Phoenicianizing tendencies of the first quarter of 

the first millennium were due to Phoenician presence. Xenophon alone 

{Anab. 1.4.6) speaks of Phoenician colonies, on the eastern Cilician coast. 

c 29. ” C 14, 100. 

20 For Ophir see 11^.2,526,587, 594and 1112.1,479-80; forTarshish see Cy4Hii^.2,525-6, 

768, and iii2.1, 479-80. 21 A 15, no. 26; c 36, 154-5, 22^36,138-40. 
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Phoenicia’s own chief natural resource was timber.^3 The cedars and 

junipers which clothed the Lebanon and the berolim of Senir (Anti- 

lebanon) were as sought after by the Assyrians in the first millennium 

B.c. (Pis. Vol. pi. 13 la) as they had been imported by the Egyptians in the 

second. It was this timber which determined much of Phoenicia’s 

history, gave her a fleet, involved her in international politics, trade, and 

colonization. 

The centrepoint of this trade was probably Byblos, but the Babylonian 

Talmud {Bekoroth 5 76) names ‘Arqath-Libna’ as an important lumbering 

centre, and this is probably the Arke of earlier documents, whose 

location is unknown. Although the forest reserve set up by the emperor 

Hadrian was in the northern Lebanon, it must not be assumed that in 

antiquity significant timber resources were not available further south. 

In the poetic imagination of Ezekiel (27:5-6), Tyre itself is likened to a 

ship made of timbers, not only of Lebanon and Senir but also of oaks of 

Bashan and te^aHurim from Kittiyyim (Cyprus). However poetic, the 

prophet correctly emphasizes, like Theophrastus,2“* the highly special¬ 

ized selection of various timbers for a single ship, a factor which would 

have involved Tyre, once her shipyards were established, in the timber 

trade itself, perhaps importing from both the deciduous woods of 

northern Syria and the coniferous forests of the Amanus and eastern 

Cilicia. 

2. delations with Israel 

Subsequent Phoenician history was much involved with that of its 

Hebrew neighbours. With the division of the monarchy after Solomon 

into the rival states of Israel and Judah, its access to wide-ranging 

caravan routes was much curtailed and control of the Galilean cities 

offered by Solomon to Hiram was probably lost. The period of Ittoba'^al 

(887-8 5 6) in Tyre and the establishment of a triple alliance with Omri of 

Israel (or his son/co-regent Ahab) in 875 saw a return to better 

conditions. Jehoshaphat of Judah in partnership with Ahaziah of Israel, 

son of Ahab, reopened trade with Ophir from Eziongeber (I Ki. 2 2148; II 

Chron. 20:5 5—6) and no doubt this created markets for Tyre. Phoenician 

influence inland soon reached its peak not only in the architecture of 

Samaria in Ahab’s time but also at Ramat Rahel in Judah, and 

elsewhere.25 The marriage of Ahab to Jezebel, Ittoba'^al’s daughter, 

brought with it the royal patronage of Phoenician cults in Samaria, and 

temples to Ba'^al and Asherah were built in Jerusalem (I Ki. 16:32; II Ki. 

10:21; 11:18). Despite the reported abhorrence of the Hebrews for these 

^ C 14, 140-208. 24 c 14, 157-8. 25 c 
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cults and what appears to be a very ill-defined territorial border between 

Israel and Phoenicia, we are not informed of any hostility or friction until 

the revolt of Jehoash in Israel and Jehoiada in Jerusalem.Significant 

though they are in themselves, these rehgious clashes were coloured by a 

shift in international politics. 

The alliance of Tyre with Hazael of Aram—Damascus, who made war 

on Israel, was seen as traitorous (Amos 1:4). But Tyre was not slow to 

retain the security of the inland route to Arabia and the Red Sea which 

now passed east of the Jordan through territory annexed by Hazael from 

Israel. Moreover, Tyre became an important port for Damascus’ trade 

(Ezek. 27; 18). But the break in the relations between Phoenicia and Israel 

was only temporary; their mutual political interests resumed in the 

reigns of subsequent kings, Jeroboam, Menahem, Pekah, and Hoshea, 

either in joint opposition to Assyrian dominance or in support for Aram, 

as in the Syro-Ephraimite war, waged by Pekah and Rezin of Damascus 

against Judah. 

3. Assyrian domination 

Although there had been some earUer contact between the Phoenician 

cities and the Assyrian kings, it was not until the time of Tiglath-pileser 

III (744-727) that Assyria asserted direct control. The earlier inscrip¬ 

tions of Tiglath-pileser I (1114-1076) and Ashurnasirpal II (883-859) 

indicate that certain seaboard cities, especially the more northerly ones, 

had acknowledged, and paid tribute to, the hegemony of Assyria. 

Among them Arvad, Byblos, Sidon, and Tyre paid tribute to Ashurna¬ 

sirpal and emissaries of both Tyre and Sidon were invited to the 

dedication of his new royal palace at Calah (Nimrud) in 879 b.c.^ Later, 

when Shalmaneser III mounted his campaign against the Syrian coali¬ 

tion led by Irkhuleni of Hamath and Adad-Idri of Damascus, some 

northern Phoenician cities - Byblos, Irqata, Arvad, Usanat, and Siannu - 

are expressly mentioned among the ‘twelve kings of Hatti and the sea 

coast’ allied with Irkhuleni who fought Shalmaneser at the Battle of 

Qarqar (853 b.c.).^^ Though the Sidonian king Ittoba'^al (Ethba'al) was 

at this time in alliance with Ahab, it is uncertain whether Sidon or Tyre 

was involved. As the thrust of Assyrian aggression was towards 

northern Syria it probably concerned the ‘Hattie’ coastal towns within 

the political sphere of Hama. Already in his first campaign in the west in 

8 5 8 Shalmaneser had received tribute ‘from the ships’ of Tyre and Sidon, 

which are shown on the Balawat gates as leaving an island, probably 

Tyre (Pis. Vol., pi. 130^) and sailing to meet Shalmaneser’s army on the 

coast.^ It may be assumed that both Tyre and Sidon continued to pay 

2*0 21,181. 27 c 21, 212-1}. 28 037,32. 29 See C^H in2.i, 261, 393. 
20 c 21, 133-4. 
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this tribute to Shalmaneser, for he claims to ‘spread the splendour of his 

lordship’ over them for some years;3i but he himself did not march on 

Tyre or Sidon until after his campaign against Hazael of Damascus in 

841, to take tribute from Ba'^ali-ma-an-zeri of Tyre (Ba'^alazor I), 

Ittoba'al’s successor. The Assyrian record of this campaign provides a 

valuable synchronism between Shalmaneser’s eighteenth year (841) and 

the Ba'^alezorus of Josephus.^2 ^ significant aspect of Shalmaneser’s 

campaigns is the attention he paid to Arvad. Like Tiglath-pileser I he 

made short voyages to visit the island; his relations with its king, 

Matinu-ba'alu, were particularly close. 

The following century saw little Assyrian activity against Phoenicia, 

but the usurpation of Tiglath-pileser III ushered in a new aggressive 

policy against the west, aiming to establish Assyrian administration and 

military presence to the borders of Egypt. In 738 b.c. Tiglath-pileser 

broke through to Hama and marched to the coast in order to punish the 

cities on the ‘coast of the western sea’. Ushnu and Siannu, both cities 

situated within the political sphere of Ugarit some centuries earlier, as 

well as Simirra and Kashpuna, are mentioned, but there is no complete 

list. Thousands of inhabitants were exiled and replaced by Mesopota¬ 

mians and probably at this point the cities of the north Syrian coast were 

organized into an Assyrian province centred on Simirra, which begins to 

be mentioned a number of times in documents of Tiglath-pileser and 

later. By 734 b.c. this province extended southwards to include Kash¬ 

puna, situated somewhere to the south of the mount Sa-u-a (Gebel-ez- 

Zawiye) east of Tripoli. 

Tiglath-pileser’s later campaigns in the west (734—732) were princi¬ 

pally aimed at Philistia and Damascus, and particularly against a new 

anti-Assyrian coalition led by Rezin of Damascus and joined by 

Ashkelon. A fragmentary inscription found at Nimrud makes it quite 

cleat that Hiram II of Tyre (c. 739 b.c.) was part of this coalition. Tiglath- 

pileser claims the destruction of great towns in Phoenicia, of which only 

the name of Mahalib (Ahlab) north of Tyre survives, and to have taken 

garments and personnel as booty. But Hiram’s acknowledgement of 

Assyrian overlordship appears to have saved his kingdom. A further 

Nimrud text, probably relating the same campaign against Philistia, 

describes the surrender of a town ‘in the midst of the sea’, which was later 

entrusted to the town governor of Simirra (whom Tiglath-pileser 

describes as ‘my official’). Thus the island town was probably nearby 

Arvad, whose king Matan-ba'^al had joined the kings of North Syria 

against Tiglath-pileser, though he, like Hiram, had paid tribute and 

rendered formal submission. 

C 30, 39-40. ^ C 3, 294, 322-3. 
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The Assyrians do not appear to have set up the southern Phoenician 

cities into a province at this point. Sidon is not mentioned at all, probably 

because it was incorporated into the Tyrian kingdom; but towards both 

Tyre and Sidon the Assyrians conducted themselves with leniency, 

though they placed Assyrian officials in both cities, imposed a tax on the 

felling of cedar trees in Lebanon, and placed restrictions on their 

overseas timber trade. Hiram II is no longer mentioned amongst the 

Phoenician vassal kings paying tribute to Assyria drawn up in Tiglath- 

pileser’s seventeenth year. Sibitti-bel of Byblos (Shipit-ba'^al II) and 

Matan-ba'al of Arvad are listed, but after a special messenger had been 

sent to Tyre a tribute of 15 o talents of gold was paid by Metenna of Tyre 

(Matan II, c. 730 b.c.). This massive tribute has been taken to indicate 

that the new king owed his elevation to Assyrian intervention. Indeed 

the terms of Nimrud letter XIII, in which Qurdi-Ashur-lamur,^^ the 

governor of Simirra, informs the king, ‘In the palace of Tyre verily all is 

well, in the palace which is in Ushshe’, suggest perhaps Assyrian 

interference in the dynastic succession; this is the first naming of the 

mainland part of Tyre (as distinct from the Palaetyrus, the island city) 

which in later Assyrian documents is called Ushu. 

Important information repeated by Josephus {Ant. Jud. ix.283-7) 

deals with the war against Tyre in the reign of Elulaios, who appears to 

have ascended the throne in about 728 b.c., a year or so before Tiglath- 

pileser’s death.^^ He is the Luli of Assyrian records, who, after a 

turbulent history which covered the reigns of Shalmaneser V and Sargon 

(721-705), was finally forced by Sennacherib to flee Phoenicia and seek 

refuge in Citium, though before this Luli’s relationship with Assyria 

seems to have improved. Sargon must have lifted the siege of Tyre 

begun by Shalmaneser V in 724 b.c.^^ Sargon’s only mention of Tyre is 

one in which he claims to have pleased both Tyre and Que by reducing 

Ionian piracy. It gives an important counterpoint to theories that present 

Assyrians as hindering Phoenician trade. The scene of Luli’s departure, 

in which he is lowered from the quay at Tyre into the last ship of the 

departing Phoenician fleet, is recorded in the reliefs of the palace of 

Sennacherib at Nineveh (Pis. Vol., pi. 131^').^ Having taken Sidon and 

Bit-zitti ('Ain ez-Zeitun?), Sarepta, Mahalib, Ushu, Ecdippa (Akhziv), 

and Akku, Sennacherib placed Tabalu on the throne in Sidon and later 

accepted rich gifts in tribute from him. Some time before the death of 

Sennacherib, Abdi-milkutti succeeded Tabalu and remained loyal to his 

overlord, though not to his successor. Abdi-milkutti’s revolt from 

Esarhaddon brought about severe retribution. He was executed in 677 

and Sidon was destroyed. The treasures of his palaces were carried off to 

C 21, 235-4. 34 Q 21, 220-8. “ C 21, 239. ^ c 5, fig. 51. 
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Assyria and a ‘Fortress of Esarhaddon’, probably with a garrison and 

small population transported from Assyria, was established in the 

vicinity of the city. In a second campaign against Phoenicia in 671, 

Esarhaddon celebrated his victory over Ba‘alu of Tyre (Ba'^al I) by 

erecting commemorative stelae at the Nahr-el-Kelb, north of Beirut, 

Zincirli, and Til-Barsib in north-west Syria. In these he celebrated also 

his victory over Taharqa of Egypt,^^ for the Egyptians had attempted to 

counter the Assyrian advance onto the coast by forming alliances with 

Phoenician rulers. Clearly also Esarhaddon intended to break once and 

for all the alliance between Abdi-milkutti and Sanduarri, king of Kundi 

and Sissu, places in Cilicia. For good measure limits on trade north of 

Byblos were imposed by his later treaty with Ba'^alu of Tyre. 

Ashurbanipal continued to claim the vassalage of Tyre, Byblos, and 

Arvad. His inscriptions mention a further campaign against Egypt as 

well as against Ba'^alu, though in a doubtful chronological framework. 

Again Tyre appears to have come out of it fairly well, and the Assyrian 

king returned to Ba'^alu his son laki-milki, whom he had taken hostage. 

With the Babylonians taking over the role of Assyrian aggression, the 

cities of Phoenicia once more were caught in the rivalry between Egypt 

and Mesopotamia. Against the visitations of Nebuchadrezzar to Pales¬ 

tine and Phoenicia in 597 b.c. and the long campaign of 588-573 which 

included the siege of Tyre in 587, the pharaohs Psammetichus II and 

Apries brought down retaliatory raids in 591 and 5 88 respectively on the 

Babylonian garrisons and their Phoenician vassals. Whereas the Babylo¬ 

nians held the upper hand on land, it is certain that they could not 

counter the offensive of the Egyptian navy. According to Diodorus 

(1.68.i), Apries sent large land and sea forces against Cyprus and 

Phoenicia, took Sidon and induced the other Phoenician cities to side 

with him. Herodotus (11.161.2) merely records that the pharaoh led his 

army against Sidon and fought Tyre at sea. 

4. Kelations with Egypt 

The weakness of Egypt during the Twenty-first Dynasty allowed both 

Hiram I and Solomon unparalleled freedom in building their commer¬ 

cial empire, even in Egypt’s traditional Red Sea preserves. A brief 

attempt to reassert control came under Shoshenq I (945—924), founder of 

the Twenty-second Dynasty, who invaded Palestine and Syria during 

the reign of Balbazer of Tyre, son of Hiram (935—919). Although 

Shoshenq portrays himself in the reliefs of his Karnak temple as ‘smiting 

the princes of all the lands of Fnh-w’, his invasion made no lasting 

changes except perhaps at Byblos, where his statue and that of his son 

37 A 44,302b; c 21, 277—8. See below, pp. 699—7ooand 724-6. 38 a 44, 295-6; c 21, 288-94. 
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Osorkon I were erected. However, it is difficult to interpret the 

inscriptions of Abiba'al and Eliba'^al written on these statues in any 

detailed political sensed® or to assume that Shoshenq renewed political 

and commercial ties with Byblos to counter the Phoenician leadership 

assumed by Tyre.^ During the three centuries following this feeble 

‘revival’ of interest in Phoenicia, Egypt remained unable to counter the 

Assyrian advance into Philistia and to the ‘Brook of Egypt’ (Wadi 

el-Arish). 

The campaigns of Necho in 609—605 b.c. briefly restored Egyptian 

suzerainty over Palestine and Phoenicia but his final defeat by Nebu¬ 

chadrezzar at Carchemish and the rise of the Persian empire ushered in a 

new era for the West. Meanwhile Egypt under Necho (610—595) and his 

successors Psammetichus II (595-589), Apries (589—570) and Amasis 

(570—526) had turned some of her trading interests towards other 

Mediterranean lands and seems to have fostered the growth of commu¬ 

nities of foreigners in her own towns. Already during the Eighteenth 

Dynasty Canaanite shipwrights from the Phoenician coast had been 

settled in a district of Memphis called Prw-nfr, where the cults of Ba‘^al 

and Astarte were maintained by priests from the homeland.'” Phoeni¬ 

cians probably continued to work the Memphis shipyards in the Late 

Kingdom, when ‘Ba'al of Memphis’ is mentioned in Twenty-fifth 

Dynasty documents.^2 Herodotus (11.112) encountered a ‘Tyrian camp’ 

there. Its temple of‘Proteus’ is most likely that of Ba'al himself and in its 

precinct stood a temple of ‘foreign Aphrodite’ - certainly Astarte. 

Herodotus does not state whether the resident Tyrians were engaged in 

ship-building, but the fact that pharaoh Necho invited the Phoenicians 

to circumnavigate Africa (Hdt. iv.42) must surely mean that they had an 

arsenal to hand in Egypt.'’^ The triremes which Necho had built before 

his expedition to Syria in 609 b.c. (Hdt. ii.i 59) may also be attributed to 

Phoenician shipyards. It seems that Clement of Alexandria {Strom. 

1.16.76) was correct in regarding the trireme as a Phoenician invention,'*^ 

though certainly the Greeks improved it in lightness and speed. 

Warships equipped with rams and two banks of oars are already shown 

in Sennacherib’s relief from Nineveh depicting the flight of Luli, and in a 

wall-painting from Til-Barsib of about 730 b.c. Although there is no 

firm evidence that Phoenicians added the third bank of oars, the 

historical circumstances and terracotta models from Egypt strongly 

suggest it.‘*5 

The cultural impact of the Egyptians on the Canaanites and Phoeni¬ 

cians had always been formative, especially in art and religion. Astarte, 

” C 23, 12-13. C 21, I2I. 

c 19; c 21, 372-3. « c 21, 485-90. See below, pp. 72of. 

c 379, 7-16. See below, p. 723. c 11. c 12. 
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for instance, often appears in the dress of Isis in Phoenician and Punic 

art. One of the few Phoenician inscriptions from Egypt is a dedication to 

Ashtart on a statuette of Isis. In the early fourth century the stela of 

Yehwmilk depicts the ‘Mistress of By bios’ as Hathor^ and in the late 

third century a shrine from Memphis itself depicts Isis-Astarte en¬ 

throned with Phoenician priests in attendance.'*^ The cult of Astarte at 

Byblos was already Egyptianized as a Hathor cult in the second 

millennium,'*® but it was probably not until after 600 b.c. that major 

developments of cult syncretisms took place. The locating of part of the 

Osiris legend at Byblos and its fusion with the local cult of Tammuz- 

Adonis, about whom we know nothing at all from Phoenician sources 

(since neither is mentioned), appear as part of this ‘developed’ theology. 

Theophoric personal names incorporating Isis, Osiris, Horus and Bastet 

also entered Phoenician-Punic usage no earlier than the fifth century.'**’ 

But in another aspect Egyptian influence begins somewhat earlier. 

Tubular amulet cases containing pseudo-Egyptian magical texts®® as 

well as medallions, scarabs, and other Egyptian-like talismans®* were 

used by Phoenicians before 700 b.c., with their popularity at its 

maximum in the fifth-fourth centuries.®^ Significant too is their adop¬ 

tion at varying times of the Egyptian naos shrine,®® the Egyptian altar, the 

cavetto cornice (in architecture), and the anthropoid sarcophagus.®^ By 

contrast to this latterday Egyptianism, such fragments of Phoenician 

cosmology as have been preserved by Philo of Byblos from the works of 

Sanchuniathon of Tyre and Mochus of Sidon, though much transformed 

by Greek dress, are greatly influenced by the cosmologies of Memphis 

and Hermopolis, in terms which appear characteristic of the Middle 

Kingdom and therefore must preserve Egyptian ideas about creation 

current in the intellectual circles of Phoenicia in Canaanite times.®® 

II. ARCHAEOLOGY, ARTS, AND CRAFTS 

It is only recently that an outline of the development of pottery in 

Phoenicia has been recognized.®® This is largely based on material from a 

deep stratigraphic sounding at Tyre,®^ excavations at Sarepta (modern 

Sarafand on the coast south of Sidon),®® the partial publication of pottery 

from a large necropolis at Akhziv (Phoenician Ecdippa, between Tyre 

and Akku), and of material from some of the tombs excavated at 

Khaldeh (Phoenician Haldua) immediately south of Beirut.®® There is, in 

addition, a considerable amount of pottery, catalogued but not scientifi- 

« c 25, 19; c 54, 64. 47 c 8. «C 34, 65-«. « c 34, 78. 5OC32. 

S' C 15; C 24. S2 c 15. 53 C 12; C 34, 76-7. 54 c 23, 19. 55 c I, I95-6. 

^ c 41, 617-20; c 44, table 8a. ^’044. 58 q C C 95. 

59 c 63, 58-63, figs. A, b; c 92; c 98. 
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cally excavated from tombs and burial caves at Qrayeh and Tambourit^° 

in the vicinity of Sidon, from Qasmieh, Joya, Khirbet Selim^^ near Tyre, 

and at Tell er-Reshidiyeh, south of Tyre.^^ There is a little Iron Age 

material from Tell Abu Hawam and Athht, north and south respectively 

of Haifa, and tomb groups from Mt Carmel itself.Much less is known 

from the northern coast of metropolitan Phoenicia; unpublished Iron 

Age tombs from Byblos, pottery from Sheikh Zenad 40 km north of 

Tripoli, and in Syria some Iron Age material from Tell “^Arqa,^ and 
Amrit itself 

Thus it may rightly be claimed that the main Phoenician towns are 

archaeologicaUy unknown to us, apart from a few early soundings in 

Sidon and recent limited research at Tyre. Excavations at Tell el-Fukhar, 

ancient Akku,^^ have so far not yielded rich Iron Age strata though there 

is some typical Phoenician ware of the later Iron Age. Material from the 

tell at Akhziv remains unpublished. Botrys, modern Batrun, founded by 

Ittoba'^al (Jos. Jud. Ant. viii.524), Berytus (Beirut) and several sites 

equated with towns listed in the Assyrian annals remain unexplored. But 

what is at present known of Phoenician culture from discoveries in 

metropolitan Phoenicia gives a definite pottery profile, whose impact we 

can detect with confidence upon neighbouring Palestine and Cyprus.^'' 

The bulk of it, though, dates from the middle period of the Iron Age {c. 

850-600 B.C.). The pottery of Iron Age I (1050-850 b.c.) is little known 

and that of the later Iron Age (Persian period) scarcely known at all north 

of Shiqmona on the Haifa coast.*® An even greater problem surrounds 

the sequence from the Late Bronze Age to Iron I, for although there is 

plenty of Mycenaean ware from the Lebanon, especially from Sidon, the 

local ceramics of the late second millennium are poorly known and the 

stratigraphy at Tyre, Sarafand, and Akku (the only stratified sites) does 

not disclose any destruction levels such as may be equated with the 

coming of the Sea Peoples or the ‘Dark Age’ elsewhere on the coast. 

Clearly the beginning of the Iron Age saw the introduction of a very 

simple bichrome painted style of pottery in Phoenicia, using two colours 

on a plain ground or pale slip. The three chief forms are globular flasks 

with round mouths, small ‘pilgrim flasks’ and tall-necked jugs with 

strainer side-spouts, not unlike the well-known Philistine ‘beer jugs’ 

from further south.*’ These are widely represented in Phoenicia and 

Palestine.™ The tradition of these round-mouth flasks, with many 

variables, was long-lasting, and their occurrence, albeit in a developed 

“C54;C99. c 54. “C87. “cyS. « c 105. 

“ Unpublished. “ 067,25-6. 059,271. “ 071. 

0 59, figs. 280, 282; o 65, 47-50. 

™ At Khaldeh;at Tyre(048, pi. 29,5;o 54,148-50;098,nos. 49,5 7;o 11 i,figs. 24, 25, 27,28);at 

Dor(o 72,42); at Beth-shan (o 59, 504, no. 11; c 90,107, fig. 476, 24; o loi, 60-2); at Tell Qasilc (o 

tot, 61); at Lapethos, Salamis, and Kalotiziki in Cyprus (o 478, pi. 28; o 48A, 57). 
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form, alongside Greek pottery in tomb 7 at Amathus in Cyprus shows 

that they continued until about 750 b.c. The round-mouth flasks in the 

earliest Akhziv tombs can be placed mid-way in their development, 

about 900 B.c. But the upper date for the beginning of the typical shapes 

of Phoenician Iron I pottery is confirmed by their cross-referencing with 

Philistine wares in the cist graves and stratum XI at Tel Zeror,^' inland 

from Haifa, where a date in the early tenth century is the very latest 

which could be assigned. It is interesting to note also that here, as at 

Akhziv and Khaldeh, the earliest tombs were stone-built cists with 

individual burials, a tradition perhaps carried over from the Late Bronze 

Age tombs at Tell Abu Hawam.^2 Almost all of the homeland Phoeni¬ 

cian tombs are dug chamber tombs of the later Iron Age (Iron II), used 

for collective burials, often containing cremations as well as burials ‘laid 

out’. For instance at Tell er-Reshidiyeh, about 7 km south of Tyre, three 

chamber tombs were found, two of which were provided with rock-cut 

benches around the walls. In one of these bodies had been laid out with 

offerings, but in the other and in the third tomb, which had no benches, 

the burials consisted of jars containing bones, some merely rotted, others 

superficially incinerated. All the urns in question belonged to Cypriot 

White Painted IV or Black-on-Red IV or were local copies, which would 

date all three chambers to about 650 b.c. Since cremation appears already 

in the Late Bronze Age at Kaloriziki (Curium) in Cyprus,’^ it cannot be 

claimed as a ‘Phoenician’ rite exclusively, but the use of cremation and 

inhumation together, often in the same tomb, is characteristic of 

Phoenician practice. Simpler burials at Azor^'* and at southern Palesti¬ 

nian coastal sites’^ consisted of‘crater’ urns of cremated bones buried in 

shallow graves under small ‘dolmens’ of loose stones. It must be pointed 

out that the crater shape (in bichrome as well as other fabrics), like 

the strainer-spouted jug, stem from an Aegean rather than a Syro- 

Palestinian pottery tradition. 

The tenth century saw the beginning of a new pottery in the Levant, 

whose origins can now fairly safely be placed in Phoenicia. This is 

‘Black-on-Red’ ware of the Swedish Cyprus Expedition classification,^* 

long believed to be Cypriot (and indeed it must also have been made in 

Cyprus), but equally common in Phoenicia and Palestine. Its main 

features are its bright orange-red slip, polished or (more rarely) bur¬ 

nished, on which groups of closely set concentric circles and encircling 

lines are painted in matt black. Certain stratigraphic contexts in Palesdne 

show that bowls of this ware became current in the tenth century b.c.^^ 

C 89. 72 040,93^4. 73 c 470,21. 74 c 53, 

7S W. Culican, ‘The graves at Tell er-Rcqcish\ Journal of Biblical Arcbeuologyii.i (1973) 

66-105. 76 c 48A, 32-6; c 74A, 68—75. 

77 Hazor Xa, Tell Abu Hawam III, and Tell Mevorakh VII (c 101, 52-61). 
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The small neck-ridge juglets, a popular and widespread shape initiated in 

this ware, also began at this same time and are common on northern sites 

in Palestine and in Phoenicia.^® They remain current to the middle of the 

eighth century, a few reaching Egypt, Hama on the Orontes, A1 Mina in 

Syria, and the island of Rhodes.’’ At present neither the clay nor 

pigments of Black-on-Red ware from Cyprus help to separate it from 

that of Palestine-Phoenicia;®’ in both areas there is a range of minor 

variables in clay and treatment. It is not only of course because a 

significant number of examples are known there that Phoenicia must be 

considered the homeland; the shapes of Black-on-Red vessels relate 

predominantly to those of other types of contemporary Phoenician 

pottery rather than to any other group. Shapes taken from Cypro- 

Geometric pottery are relatively few. A closely related Black-on-Red 

style appears at Tarsus in Cihcia about looo b.c.®' 

Even more distinctively Phoenician is the ware classified by the 

Swedish Cyprus Expedition as ‘Red-Slip’ ware, Red-Shp I (111) and II 

(IV)82 being part of the later phase of the Cypriot Iron Age. This is a 

tradition of jugs, craters, and bowls of pinkish orange clay with a 

crimson-red sUp, burnished on the wheel or by hand with vertical or 

horizontal strokes. Only very rarely is it painted. Quantities of it have 

been found at Akhziv, Sarepta, and Byblos, Khirbet Selim,®^ and other 

sites in south Lebanon. Since by far the finest examples come from 

clandestine finds in the Sidon region (now in private collections), there 

can be no doubt about the definition of the ‘metropohtan’ Red-Slip ware 

and its separation from other contemporary tradition of red-slipped 

ware in the early Iron Age of the Levant. In inland Palestine, at Ashdod 

in the south and at Hama and the Turkish Hatay sites in the north, as well 

as at Tarsus, the red-slipped and burnished pottery of the Iron I—II 

periods is manifest in different styles: none contains the jug shapes, the 

flask with disc-top and the piriform jug with narrow trefoil mouth 

characteristic of the metropolitan Red-Slip repertoire. At Hama red- 

slipped wares made their appearance in the ninth century and continued 

down to the destruction of the town by Sargon in 720 b.c., and indeed 

Hama-type red-slip extends as far southwards as Tell Kazel (Iron II).®’ 

But it must not be connected with the Red-Shp of A1 Mina, for here, at 

the mouth of the Orontes, an enclave from the central Phoenician towns 

was established along with Cypriots and Greeks, a mixed emporium in a 

foreign environment.®® 

In tomb 32 at Tell en-Najbeh. Beth-shan, Tell ‘Amal, Megiddo (c loi, 59-60), Akhziv (c 63, 

fig. Aj-I; c 92, pi. 38, nos. 16, 17), IChaldeh (unpublished), and other sites (c 54, 142-5). 

™ C 74A, 240-69. 80 c 48, 88; c loi, 52-7. *• c 76, 50, 93-4. 

“ c 65, 55, figs. 7-10; C 74A, 80-1, figs. 37. 45- 

“ c 39, nos. 292-3; c 41, 577-83, pis. 34-7;c 35, 132-6; c 178. 

^ c 70; c 97, 84-5. 88 c 51, 39-44; c 104. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



476 5^- PHOENICIA AND PHOENICIAN COLONIZATION 

The Phoenician craft fullest attested by ancient sources is the making 

of purple dye.®6 Though there is no purple compound as such in the 

glands of the murex and thaisidae sea-snails, careful extraction of the 

hypobranchial glands, oxidization and exposure to light produced from 

a virtually colourless glandular fluid a whole range of dyes from light 

green to blue, purplish red, and deep purple.®’ The process the 

Phoenicians employed, as well as the precise colour of ‘Tyrian purple’, 

are both open to question, but precise control of colour as well as 

techniques of double-dyeing were the main Phoenician speciality. Pliny 

{HN IX.62.135) rather obscurely described the best type of Tyrian purple 

as ‘the colour of clotted blood, dark by reflected light and brilliant by 

transmitted light’. It is not known if they could make these dyes 

mordant. The dyeworks demanded intense labour: the extraction of 

glands best taken from live snails was painstaking, and the dye when 

ready had to be used immediately: it could not be stored. It was 

expensive, used a lot of salt and other materials and although the more 

useful murex trunculus prefers a shallow water habitat, the murex brandaris, 

which was also used, prefers depths from 10-15 m. Both shells were 

commonly available, and mounds of them have been reported in the 

vicinity of Sidon and Tyre. In the west Mediterranean and Atlantic the 

superior purpura haemastoma was used.®® The art of extracting dye from 

these shells was known to other ancient peoples. The Phoenicians, apart 

from their willingness to organize a tedious and malodorous industry, 

had perhaps discovered simple chemical means of stabilizing the various 

shades and seem to have invented, according to Pliny, a technique for 

double-dyeing the wool. After dyeing, the wool was made up into cloth 

and garments, both much in demand and mentioned in the lists of tribute 

taken from Phoenicia by the Assyrian monarchs. Dyed linen was 

amongst the commodities traded by Idinna-ajiu.®^ Whether Phoenicia 

grew flax or acted as middleman for Egyptian linen garments is not 

known. 

The Phoenician craft best represented by archaeological discoveries is 

that of carving ivory for the making of toilet articles, furniture panels, 

and even harness fittings (Pis. Vol.,pl. 152). Here, as in other luxury arts, 

it is difficult to sort out homeland Phoenician work from that of‘Syrian’ 

workshops and products which may have been produced by Phoenicians 

resident in other Levantine centres. By style they may be divided fairly 

distinctly into an earlier ‘Syrian’ group, which draws its inspiration from 

Hurrian and Aramaean motifs, and a later group which includes many 

Egyptian-derived and Canaanite themes and specializes in decorating the 

C 14, 98-103; C 82. c 43. 88 c 43. 89 Q IQJ 
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ivories with coloured inlay.This group is certainly Phoenician; whilst 

it overlaps the work of the ‘Syrian’ schools, it has a more southerly 

distribution and includes a small number from Tyre, Sarepta, and 

Byblos,^' the only early carved ivories found in Phoenicia itself. In many 

respects the ivories of the Phoenician school are the descendants of 

Canaanite ivory work of the Late Bron2e Age, such as the ‘Megiddo 

ivories’. In fact a seventh-century ivory exported to Samos has had the 

same treatment as a thirteenth-century Canaanite ivory from Megiddo.’2 

Since the ‘Syrian’ school has no such clear antecedents, and since at 

Nimrud and Gordium products of both schools occur together, and 

since furthermore the distribution in Syria of both schools overlaps,it 

is possible that Phoenicians were the originators of both groups. On the 

whole, however, the ‘Syrian’ products have an earlier and more 

northerly distribution in the Near East. The firmest date for them is from 

Hasanlu in north-west Iran, where ivories were found in a citadel burnt 

down by the Urartians in the late ninth century.Most relevant 

comparisons with other forms of north Syrian and Neo-Hittite art 

suggest that the floruit of the ‘Syrian’ workshops was from the mid¬ 

ninth to the late eighth century. By contrast ‘Phoenician’ ivories occur in 

contexts dated later than the last quarter of the eighth century though 

regrettably the largest group, found at Samaria®* and once attributed to 

Ahab’s ‘ivory house’ there, cannot be stratigraphically dated. The wealth 

of‘Phoenician’ ivories from Salamis Tomb 79 is to be dated to about 700 

B.C., and includes items like ivory fittings for furniture®^ and ivory 

‘candelabra’,®* which are uniquely Phoenician (cf. Pis. Vol., pis. 204—5). 

Apart from these two major groups, other contemporary carved ivories 

from Near Eastern sites are Assyrian and occasionally even Iranian and 

Urartian in style. To what degree these are the products of either ‘Syrian’ 

or ‘Phoenician’ workshops or itinerant craftsmen must remain doubtful, 

especially in view of the difficulty of attributing even the main groups to 

any one individual centre, though some of the ‘Syrian’ group seem to 

have come from the region of Zincirli in eastern Cilicia.®® Whilst 

artistically the majority of the Phoenician pieces are stiff and ‘hieratic’, 

often symmetrical in composition after the Egyptian manner, their 

technical quality and decorative effect seem superior to Syrian work, 

especially in the highly sophisticated ajoure fretwork as seen on a panel 

from Gordium, and the effective use of inlay as instanced in the lion-and- 

negro-in-a-thicket panel from Nimrud,'®® itself a remarkable naturalistic 

departure from the often dull schematization of the Phoenician school. 

«> A I37;C45;C 109. ’>ciio. ^2 c 73, 92-4, fig. 26. ’2 Clio. 

^ C no. ’5 C I 10. *059. ’’0854 III, pi. 77. 

^ C 85A III, 41, 49, pi. 54—5. ” C 109. A 137, I4O-I; C II3. 
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Though we have but few surviving examples, the art of ivory carving 

certainly continued in Phoenicia down to the Persian period, with 

branches appearing in Carthage, producing a group of ivory caryatid 

figures^°' and some carved ornaments at Tharros.'O^ South Spain seems 

to have had a somewhat distinctive ivory carving workshop and to have 

shared with Carthage a tradition of ivory engraving (mainly on combs) 

very different from anything yet known in the east.’°^ 

Metalwork poses a problem very similar to that of ivories. The 

tradition of late Canaanite work, as instanced in the cauldrons of 

Zarethan (Tell es-Sa'^idiyeh)'®^ and the four-sided wheeled cauldron- 

stands from Cyprus, is likely to have continued into the Iron Age; 

cauldrons were found together with ‘Phoenician’ decorated bronze 

bowls in the palace of Ashurnasirpal at Nimrud by Layard in 1849 

VoL, pi. 13 and the wheeled cauldron-stands in Phoenician style 

survived in Crete well into the first millennium.Tripod stands (for 

cauldrons) made of iron rods with bronze fittings seem to have been 

made in both Phoenicia and Cyprus in the Iron Age, and one from 

Nimrud carries an Aramaic inscription.The decorated bowls from 

Nimrud also carry letters in Phoenician and Aramaic,*™ probably 

representing the names of their owners before they were carried off as 

booty or tribute to Assyria. A silver Phoenician bowl from the 

Bernardini tomb in Praeneste is inscribed with the owner’s name in 

Phoenician: Eshmunazer ben Asto.*™ Thus there can be no doubt that 

some of these bowls circulated amongst Phoenicians, and there is much 

artistic evidence that they manufactured some of them. But the problem 

of their involvement in the making and distributing of a whole group of 

bronzes stylistically aligned with the sculptures of Aramaean and Neo- 

Hittite states such as Tell Halaf, Zincirli, and Sakgegozii (and hence 

usually called ‘North Syrian’), remains obscure.*'** Bronzework attri¬ 

buted to these workshops comes mainly from Nimrud, the Mount Ida 

cave in Crete (Pis. Vol., pis. 277—8), the sanctuary of Hera on Samos, 

Delphi and Olympia in Greece, the tombs of Praeneste and Vulci in 

Etruria, and the shrine at Satricum in Latium.*" Though it is not 

homogeneous it has features in common, particularly the high repousse, 

and certain links with Assyrian and Urartian metal styles: it also presents 

some similarities to the ‘Syrian’ group of ivories. Only one piece has 

been found in Syria, a harness head-piece from Tell Tainat near 

Antioch.**z None of it is inscribed. Amongst the bronze bowls found at 

Nimrud there is a group in a quite different style, with rather flat 

'»> c 4 n, pis. 73-5;C 49. >"20107. >05 c 279; c 300. >« a 133. 

>»5 c 88. '""051,64-6. o 45, 48; o 46. '""046. '""05,107-8. 

c 5 1. C I 1 2, I 5 I. c 2^; cf, C 45, lOI. 
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engraved designs, often minuscule and widely spaced and incorporating 

Egyptian religious motifs. Similar bowls come from the Idaean cave,”^ 

from Athens,'*^ and from Iran.^'^ These are Phoenician products and 

although in general the Syrian-type metalwork has an earlier diffusion in 

the Aegean than most ‘Phoenician’ types of bowl, there is at present no 

reason why the Nimrud type of the latter cannot be contemporary with 

it. In fact a bowl from Calabria, because of its Egyptianisms certainly to 

be classed as Phoenician, is of early to mid-eighth century date,”^ and 

httle ‘Syrian’-type metalwork in Crete, Greece, or Italy is demonstrably 

earlier. Phoenician bowls elsewhere appear to span the late ninth- to mid- 

seventh-century period: the two main finds at Nimrud and at Idalium in 

Cyprus'probably represent ‘collections’ of bowls representative of 

much of this time span. Further west, some of the bowls found in Italy 

form a distinctive group, connected with two in Cyprus but not 

represented elsewhere:"® both their context and style tie them down to 

the mid-seventh century, and there are points to suggest that some of 

them may have been made in Italy by a workshop estabhshed there. So 

complex are the inter-relationships of Oriental metalwork in the Levant 

and Mediterranean during this period that the problem of attributions 

may never be solved. There is, after all, the likelihood that tinkers of 

varied schools and origins sat down in the same bazaar and hammered 

out themes ancient and modern side by side. We have the same problem 

with the ivories. However, there is certainly an earlier ‘Syrian’ polarity 

and a later ‘Phoenician’ one, and the shift to the Phoenician south of 

ivory and metalwork export might be because of Sargon’s devastation of 

the north Syrian cities compared with the more lenient Assyrian attitude 

to Phoenicia;"^ but this argument does not warrant putting the origins of 

Phoenician style at so late a date. Here, though it is in fact of later date 

(about 700 B.C.), the bronzework from Tomb 79 at Salamis plays a 

crucial, though not decisive, part, for it has the main elements of‘Syrian’ 

style and technique and yet incorporates many Egyptian details'®" (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 205), which Syrian work does not. Does it represent a late 

version of the Tyrian equivalent to Syrian work, a more southerly style 

which was not exported until after the market for the latter had declined 

— and then only in small amounts — to Cyprus and Rhodes?'®' 

No such variety of doubts surrounds another class. Bronze and silver 

piriform jugs with palmette-shaped lower handle-attachments are cer¬ 

tainly Phoenician and provide the prototypes for this shape in Red-Slip 

'U c 80, pis. 6, 7. >»C74, 18. "5 0 62. c ji, fig. 218. 

A 133; C 74: C 87A; cf. Pis. Vol., pi. 210. 

"8 tombaKegolini-GalassiyTiOS. 321—4(Rome, \^^‘})\\.%\.zbmyVrobkmsConcemingtbe 

Origins and Development of Etruscan Orientalising Style (Odense, 1971) 123-7- 

c 110. '20 c 85A in, pis. 267-79. c no. 
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Fig. 20. Types of Phoenician piriform jugs. (After c 77, 165, figs. 1-5.) 

II (IV) pottery (Fig. 20). Even though there are only two examples in the 

east (Sidon and Tamassus) eked out by pottery versions covered with 

tin-foil to simulate the originals (Salamis and Trikomo, Cyprus), their 

contexts in Etruria, and especially in Spain, leave no doubts about their 

origin: the palmettes which form the lower handle-attachments are 

specifically Phoenician, and in the rich Orientalizing tombs at Praeneste, 

Caere, and Pontecagnano they were found together with Phoenician 

bowls or other imported objects. At Nimrud, Samos, and Carthage, 

copies in ivory have been found, in mid-seventh century contexts at the 

two latter places. These jugs provided an important stimulus for Italian 

metal jugs and were widely imitated in Etruscan bucchero. Bronze dishes 

with lotus-topped handles were another Phoenician type which gave rise 

to copies in both bronze and pottery in Crete, Greece, and Cyprus, but 

more especially in Etruria. Important, though less closely demonstrable, 

is the influence of Phoenician metal prototypes on incense stands and 

lamp stands in Italy, which was a natural consequence of the Phoenician 

oil and incense export. 

There is little to point to in other sumptuary arts. Only an eleventh- 

century sceptre head from Curium (Pis. Vol., pi. 196) and a pair of gold 

crowns in Baltimore’^^ give a glimpse of Phoenician goldwork before 

the Persian period (Fig. 21). A set of fine jewels from a woman’s grave at 

“^Ain el-Hilwy near Sidon'^-* shows a blend of Phoenician, Greek, and 

Achaemenian motifs, though the workmanship is clearly Phoenician. 

With the exception of Tartessian work, much of which is unique, 

Phoenician jewellery east and west, though sometimes technically 

excellent’25 is mostly stereotyped and dull, much of it amuletic. It was in 

the spreading of techniques and their adaptation to local style that 

Phoenician jewellers excelled, and although there are some sporadic 

’22 c 77; C 15, 95-8 pi. 27 (ivory); c 51, 68 fig. 52. *23 ^ 5 re, nos. 517, 774; C 64. 

*2^ c 7, 107-8, pi. 108. '25 c 94. 
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Fig. 21. The Baurat-Schiller gold crowns. The fertility themes link them to the jointed crowns 
worn by women shown on carved ivories. Tenth century b.c.? Diameters 21.6 and 22.5 cm. 
(Baltimore, Walters Art Gallery 57.968-9; after c 64, figs. 1—4.) 
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imports to Greece and Italy, especially of seal-mounts, it is remarkable 
what little influence the known forms of Phoenician jewellery had 
overseas. The jewellery of Carthage, Motya, and Tharros is but a poor 
relation to the wealthy and original goldwork of Tartessus and Orienta¬ 
lizing Etruria. 

Phoenicians were credited with inventing glass, though in fact for the 
most part they revived, some time in the seventh century, the Egyptian 
Eighteenth-Dynasty tradition of making small sand-core vessels of 
variegated colours.'26 By the fourth century these miniatures were 
common throughout the Mediterranean, though by then their manufac¬ 
ture was probably shared with Greek factories: many of them copy 
Greek amphorae and jugs in shape. Older is the minor art of making 
polychrome beads with impressed white or multicoloured eyes and 
strands. These are earliest attested in Iron Age Cyprus and Twenty- 
second dynasty Egypt, but their establishment in inland Palestinian con¬ 
texts of the eighth century (Lachish, Samaria) suggests their origin in 
coastal Phoenicia, for there they are well attested in the fifth century, 
although not in the great numbers found in Carthage, Ibiza, and the 
West. Their popularity amongst south European cultures led to the 
establishment of local bead factories there, first in Italy (late eighth 
century), later in Istria and south France. Beads and pendants in the 
shape of comic human masks (Fig. az)'^’ and animals, made of molten 
glass strands worked on a pontil-stick, were appealing trinkets which 
appear first to have been invented in the sixth century. Much rarer is 
evidence of moulded and cold-cut glass working: the Aliseda glass jug'28 

is the prime example of it, but there are bowls from Nimrud'29 and green 
glass bottles from Atlit and Cyprus. There is also evidence from Nimrud 
and Cyprus of Phoenician work in rock-crystal and a surprising number 
of minor objects in this material have been found in Carthage tombs. 

The making of fancy cosmetic palettes out of carved and engraved 
shells of the tridacna squamosa^^^ scallop has also been attributed to the 
Phoenicians (Pis. VoL, pi. 134). Their distribution is a wide one and 
includes Delphi, Samos, Cyrene, and Etruria as well as inland sites in the 
Near East (Tel Arad, Bethlehem, Nimrud) and Egypt. A few alabaster 
palettes come from the same workshops as the carved shells and make up 
a corpus of highly distinctive designs in which Phoenician motifs 
predominate. But in fact their style is difficult to pin down. It is quite 
possible that since the shells themselves belong to the Red Sea they are 
the work of a group of Phoenician craftsmen settled at Elath. The Delphi 
‘shell’ is of alabaster and adds a technical link to the stylistic links 
between tridacna carving and a group of alabaster and terracotta 

’26 c 5, 66-1 I 2; C 5, 1 14—16. ’27^79. *28 c J02, 107-20. *29 ^ 

C 15; C 152, 19. ’31 c 105. 
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Fig. 22. Gloss face beads from Carthage {a-d) and no provenance {e). (After c 79, figs. 1—5, nos. 5,17, 

86. 470. 5 77-) 

alabastra shaped like female votaries.'^2 Some of these are certainly 

Rhodian, but their prototypes are either Phoenician or Syrian. 

Many of the ivories and bronzes are fittings for harness, especially 

blinkers and headpieces. The fine leatherwork which accompanied them 

and which in itself must have constituted an important export industry 

has perished. Warriors are represented in Cypriot sculpture wearing 

short tunics decorated in a Phoenician panelled style’^^ suggesting 

tooled and dyed leather. Indeed the importance to Phoenician trade of 

crafts dependent on humbler materials must not be overlooked. Carpen¬ 

try and upholstery are well attested Carthaginian trades (Cicero, Pro 

Murena 36; Varro, 1.52.1 and 111.7.3), using tbe varied timbers from the 

Maghreb forests and feathers from migratory birds on the Tunisian 

marshes. According to surviving terracotta models, it was serviceable 

rather than stylish furniture. Cedar coffins from Tunisian sites,•3'* some 

from Carthage and Kerkouane with their lids carved to represent the 

dead, attest in the West skills which must derive from homeland 

craftsmanship. Among the many natural resources which must have 

given Phoenician enterprise a host of new directions in North Africa is 

the ostrich: it is well represented in archaic Etruscan art, and the export 

of live birds and feathers was probably a profitable side-fine for 

Carthage. The painting and etching of ostrich eggs, the former going 

back to Neolithic times in North Africa, are of exceptional interest in 

that they preserve in many cases the earliest motifs of Libyan—Berber 

folk-art, quite different from Phoenician.There is a good example 

from Tarquinia.’^ Painted ostrich eggs were placed in many west 

Phoenician graves — at Carthage, Ibiza, Gouraya, Villaricos, and Tan- 

giers’^^ - some with Phoenician decoration, others parts of shell painted 

02096. 03 c JIB. nos. 69, 70. O* c 4 II, pi. 68. 05042. 

136 c 106. 137 c 590, 130—40. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



484 3^- PHOENICIA AND PHOENICIAN COLONIZATION 

Fig. 23. Painted ostrich eggs from Carthage. (After c 42, pis. 2.2, ;.) 

with humpty-dumpty faces, wide-eyed in anticipation of the life-from- 

death the eggs themselves symbolized (Fig. 23). Decorated eggs are not, 

of course, a major art form, but they are an important illustration of an 

independent western cultural development resulting from new ethnic 

contacts. 

Although they have not contained the international exotica of the 

shrines of the Aegean world, the votive deposits from the small temples 

of Phoenicia and Palestine are important in another respect. Votive 

terracotta models from shrines at Sarepta,'^® at Kharayeb,'®® and the 

Eshmun temple (both near Sidon), and country chapels at Makmish, Tell 

es-Safi, and Tell Sippor in Palestine throw light on the much-neglected 

Phoenician coroplastic art and religious iconography, making it possible 

to distinguish the Phoenician cult images from the better studied series 

of Cypriot terracottas. There has also come to light a small group of 

Phoenician pottery vessels with applique modelled panels.'"*® On exam¬ 

ples from Cyprus and Nimrud the plaques take the shape of four-winged 

seraphs. Though little is known about the origins of a distinctively 

Phoenician glyptic, smothered as almost all seals are with Egyptian 

iconography, it is nevertheless possible to distinguish a definite Phoeni¬ 

cian pseudo-Egyptian style of scarab seal in the ninth century'"*' and to 

find, especially on scarabs of the Persian period, religious images of 

purely Phoenician form, in part reviving an imagery unattested since the 

thirteenth century 3.0.'"*^ Here, as in all Phoenician art, there is a 

profound conservatism which prized the talismanic above the aesthetic 

C 95, 22-6. C 85. C 102. C 108. C 61. 
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virtues of images, but which nevertheless merged with Greek styles of 

gem-cutting. The strong influence of Greek art on Phoenician is 

nowhere better seen than in the purely Greek forms of some of the 

terracottas of sixth-/fourth-century deposits and in the emergence of a 

joint style of gem-cutting called ‘Greco-Phoenician’. At the end of the 

fifth century and during the fourth the influence of Egypt on Phoenician 

and Punic art somewhat receded, but conversely this was the period of 

maximum interest in Egyptian scarabs and amulets in the West. Many of 

these are not canonical Egyptian objects and it is difficult to estabUsh 

whether they were made in the colonies or by some Phoenician 

enterprise in Egypt. 

III. PHOENICIANS IN THE WEST 

Phoenician contacts with Greece, Cyprus and Italy are discussed in 

CAH 1112.3, Chapters 36a, 36^ and 38, and in CAH iv^, Chapter 13. The 

remainder of this chapter is concerned with the evidence for Phoenician 

trade and colonies in the west Mediterranean. 

I. Colonial problems 

The idea is now fashionable that, in contrast to Greek colonists, the 

Phoenicians sought to establish a regular but flimsy commercial network 

of ‘comptoirs’, ‘echelles’, and other ports of call. This certainly was an 

important aspect, but we have no grounds to suppose that Phoenicians 

might not also have sought space, food, and freedom. Carthage itself 

commanded a large agricultural and arboricultural basis, as probably did 

Cagliari, Malta, and Ibiza and some of the towns in Morocco and 

Spain.Furthermore, use of the large tracks of forest along the 

Maghreb coast and perhaps access to the iron deposits there must have 

made some inland control necessary, and whilst the Greek colonies 

certainly rehed heavily upon the acquisition of a fertile chora^'^ even 

ignoring excellent harbours such as Brindisi which did not have them, 

the Phoenicians normally and initially selected sites for security and sea 

access. But obviously the necessity for wood, charcoal, and pasturage 

alone must soon have led to substantial acquisitions of land.’^^ 

Near Eastern experience did not include colonization on the Greek 

model of founding new poleis. Some of the network of international trade 

in the Orient was maintained by establishing trading colonies in foreign 

cities and it appears most likely that the Phoenicians did this in some of 

the inland cities of Syria, Mesopotamia, and the Aegean at least, 

maintaining not merely trade missions but also workshops for the local 

c 4 II, 52. C 150, 15. c 136, 72. 
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manufacture of ‘Phoenician goods’. The only hint of this in literature is 

in Judges (18:7, 27—8), which refers to a colony of Sidonians living at 

Laish, east of the Jordan, not said to be in trade, but certainly well placed 

for it. This policy certainly began earlier than the turn to colonies 

overseas. What brought the change is unknown. Assyrian oppression is 

a factor often suggested, and indeed it cannot be denied that the great 

expansion of colonial activity in the first half of the seventh century 

might be a result of Esarhaddon’s policies towards Phoenicia.'"** At the 

same time, Assyrian control of the inland markets might have driven the 

merchants to seek alternative overseas outlets. Population explosions, 

bad harvests, and political unrest are amongst the many factors we 

cannot ignore or yet measure. A rise rather than a fall in the standard of 

living at home might have sent the first pioneers overseas to satisfy the 

market for metals and other raw materials, and in fact, contrary to what 

has been suggested above, the growth of Assyrian interest in Phoenicia 

might have stimulated that market. But it seems quite evident that, apart 

from Cyprus, Phoenicia had no substantial colonial interests overseas 

before 700 b.c. Diodorus speaks of pre-colonial trading contacts'"*’' and 

Thucydides of the contraction of Phoenician interest in Sicily when the 

Greeks ‘began to arrive in number’.'"*® But we do not know what 

presuppositions ancient authors had about Phoenician precedence. A 

bronze figure of Ba'^al, dredged from the sea off Sciacca in southern 

Sicily, alters nothing; though it compares generally with Bronze Age 

Canaanite figurines,'"*^ it has substantial differences and even if early — 

which is highly doubtful - could well have come by the same, 

presumably Mycenaean, channels which brought Cypriot vases to 

Bronze Age graves in eastern Sicily. A second-millennium Near Eastern 

cylinder seal from Velez Malaga,'®" found in unknown circumstances, is 

too isolated (and too early) to enter into the picture of pre-colonial 

contact, for which generally there is a remarkable lack of evidence. The 

earliest direct evidence is provided by the Nora Stone from southern 

Sardinia, certainly the earliest Phoenician inscription in the West.'®' All 

that can be said about this inscription with certainty is that it was 

inscribed on local stone, refers to events in Sardinia concerning a certain 

Pumai, and is in a script which is eighth century at the latest.'®2 That it is 

complete, mentions Tarshish, and relates historical events which show 

Sardinia was Tarshish (or that it was not), and that it was written in the 

ninth or even tenth centuries are all uncertain.'®® It does not, however, 

necessarily imply Phoenician colonization. 

The type of site which appealed to the settlers was unfortunately in 

C 289. C 5, 155-4. C 5, 381. C I2I. C 275, 23. 
c 5, 30—43; c 117; c 122; c 131. *52 See p. 507. *53 ^ 136, 425—6. 
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itself not ideal for preservation. Tips of promontories and small islands 

at little distance from the coast, especially where good anchorage in a 

nearby delta or lagoon was available, were preferred:'5'’ nowhere do the 

Phoenicians appear to have aimed initially to settle large tracts of land. 

Many of these small toe-holds probably saw very brief settlement before 

abandonment. Erosion, changes in sea-levels, and silting of deltas must 

have obliterated many of them. But it was not only their sea-links and 

harbour requirements which dictated such sites, nor yet only that they 

could be easily defended or quickly evacuated. They were easy to trade 

from and to fish from; for the first settlers the shallow waters were the 

surest source of protein. In the course of settlement it must soon have 

been realized that this necessity could be turned to commercial advan¬ 

tage and from it grew the salted and dried-fish industry of the Phoeni¬ 

cians in the West, celebrated by ancient writers.*^^ Many settlements 

have lagoons in their vicinity, suitable for the set-net fishing which the 

Phoenicians are said to have introduced. It is remarkable also how many 

settlements were placed near natural salt-pans, some of which, as at 

Motya and Isla Plana (Ibiza), are still worked today. Salt, of course, was 

the basic necessity in the preserved fish industry, but it may also have 

been a trading commodity in itself. Osiers and reeds, too, for the making 

of ropes, traps, and panniers were available in the deltas and marshes. 

A major insoluble problem besets the history of Phoenician coloniza¬ 

tion — the part played by Carthage itself. Were other colonies founded 

from Carthage, or as a result of its prospection of suitable sites, and did 

Carthaginians aim from soon after its foundation to cast a network of 

colonies over the West and build a commercial ‘empire’? Alternatively, 

did colonies come independently from the motherland or, in Spain, from 

Cadiz? If so at what stage did they fall under Carthaginian domination, 

and what kind of domination was it? The ethnic and ideological 

hegemony of Carthage is only to be expected. About 550 b.c. the 

Carthaginian general Malchus mounted a campaign to consolidate the 

Phoenician hold on Sardinia, but it was not until the rise of the Magon 

family in the late sixth century that Carthage seems to have been in a 

position to exercise political and military control in the West. The terms 

of the first treaty with Rome (509 b.c.) given by Polybius (111.22) make 

clear that Carthage could lay down conditions about trade in Sardinia 

and that part of Sicily which was under Phoenician control.’^ft In the later 

treaty with Rome (548 b.c.), Carthage was able to delimit Roman 

navigation on the eastern coast of Spain as well. It is interesting that 

Polybius expressly includes the ‘Tyrians’ on the side of the Carthaginians 

in this treaty, meaning probably the Tyrians of the West, other than 

C 4 II. 55-64; C 184, 157. '5*0276,413. 15605,154-5. 
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those of Carthage.But it was essentially Carthage’s superiority at sea 

which made its treaties with Rome operable and gave it some de facto 

control of all the western colonies. According to Strabo (xvii. i. 19), its 

ships were able to intercept all foreign vessels sailing its shores in the 

directions of Sardinia or the Pillars of Hercules. 

Inscriptions and coins throw little light on either Carthage’s internal 

or external affairs. We do not know what type of government existed at 

Carthage in its first centuries; by the fifth century, when we have our first 

inscription evidence,the Magonids appear as rbm, but by about 450 

B.c. the civil magistrate of the suffetes {sofim) had been instituted as some 

form of republican control. The Magonids themselves, though desig¬ 

nated rb in Punic inscriptions (probably meaning ‘general’), were elected 

suffetes, and certainly not ‘kings’ as classical sources imply. The West 

Phoenician colonies had no coins before the end of the fifth century: the 

first were struck in Sicily on both Phoenician and Attic standards, with 

the mint at Carthage following late in the fourth century. Punic coinages 

in Sardinia, Ibiza, Pantelleria, and Malta cannot be shown to begin 

before Roman times and those of the southern towns of Spain not before 

250 B.c. Except for the coins of Pantelleria and Malta, which have 

Phoenician motifs, all coins are frankly Greek in design. Their legends 

are useful sources of information on place names (though not on the 

Sardinian-Punic issues). Ann on coins of Malta, and Z/;^'59 (‘The 

Splendid’) on those of Palermo alone preserve what are probably the 

names of these important West Phoenician centres. 

No account of Phoenician colonization can ignore the religious 

dimension. Melqart of Tyre, himself a sea god, was probably conceived, 

like Heracles in Greek legend, to have preceded the pioneers into the far 

West. In a bilingual inscription from Malta he is named ‘archegetes’, 

founder. The peopling of the new lands with the Semitic gods, the 

sanctification of capes and promontories with dedications and shrines, 

the conversion of ancient shrines such as Tas Silg in Malta and Mt Eryx 

in Sicily, the hallowing of caves and grottoes such as Es Cuyram in Ibiza 

and Grotta Regina near Palermo'^® —all these represent a vital process in 

assimilation. Large and ancient temples were a phenomenon of the West 

Phoenician world - at Lixus, Cadiz, Utica, the temples of Juno and 

Melqart in Malta and Juno at Carthage. They had probably more than a 

purely religious role in Phoenician society by acting as places of asylum, 

centres for the ratifying of commercial contracts, the taking of oaths — 

and even perhaps as suppliers of capital.'®' Soon a distinctive Western 

emphasis emerged in Phoenician religion, with the overwhelming 

emphasis on the cults of the Tyrian Ba'^al Hammon (called melek, king) 

c 5. '54~5. c 119. '59 c 141-9; c 202. c 132. 

c 3, 282-5. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



PHOENICIANS IN THE WEST 489 

and Tank (Astarte) as well as composite versions of homeland deities, 

such as Milk-Ashtart. The cult of Tanit, now attested both in name and 

symbol in the homeland,**2 completely eclipsed (or subsumed) that of 

Phoenician Astarte. Another western emphasis was on child sacrifice, 

called molk, evidenced in the ‘tophets’ established during the earliest 

stages of certain Western colonies.'*3 These were open-air walled 

enclosures in which the remains of incinerated children were deposited 

as public evidence of piety. Though no tophets have been found there, 

literary evidence shows that this was a custom practised in Phoenicia,'*^ 

though probably not on the west Phoenician scale. In Punic inscriptions 

associated with urn deposits, especially those from El-Hofra near 

Constantine in Algeria,distinction is made between a mlk ^mr and a 

mlk ^dm, the sacrifice of a lamb and of a human. Although it has been 

thought that the sacrifice of an animal substitute became prevalent,**^ 

new evidence from the Tanit Precinct at Carthage shows that child 

sacrifice did in fact predominate down to the time of the Punic Wars.’^^ 

Quite possibly the insecurity and vulnerability of the colonists led to the 

revival of a practice deemed to assure community safety. Diodorus 

(xx.i 5-14) describes how the Carthaginians resorted to child sacrifice at 

a time of national crisis, when Agathocles of Syracuse invaded North 

Africa in 310. It is also possible that native Libyan practices had 

contributed to the popularity of human sacrifice amongst the colonists. 

In the tophet urns, as also in normal incineration burials, birds, 

rodents, and small reptiles were placed, dead or alive.Cockerels were 

also sometimes buried with the dead. These are, perhaps, the symbols of 

the resurrection of the soul; for intangible though such matters are in the 

context of our ignorance, it would be foolish to deny the Phoenicians an 

advanced eschatology,*®’ or to imagine that by sacrificing their children, 

for whatever cause, they were not thereby advancing their souls to a 

higher state of existence. Scores of gravestones erected over the tophet 

urns or other urn burials are sculptured with a clearly defined set of 

abstract symbols, amongst them the ‘twin pillars’ which appear to have 

symbolized both in Tyre and the western colonies the supports of the sky 

at the approach of the abode of God.'™ The colonial process duplicated 

the essendal iconography of Tyre’s Melqart temple — the pillars, the 

perpetual flame, the tomb of Melqart, and probably also his empty 

throne — to the tip of Cadiz. Thereby the ultimate cosmic realities were 

incorporated into the new geography, for all records are ambiguous 

about what exactly the ‘Pillars of Hercules’ were. And it is probably their 

ambiguity which is the true answer. On the physical level they were the 

•62 c 95; C 123. C 184, 140. *64 c 9, Z07; c 126, 39-40; c 134, 156; C 135, 16-20. 

|«CII9. '“0154, 161. 0154,162. '“0135,85. 
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rocks of Gibraltar and Abila (Jebel Tarifa) flanking the entry to the 

ocean; in cult, they were the pillars set up in the Melqart temple at Cadiz; 

to human knowledge they represented the separation of the Mediterra¬ 

nean known from the oceanic unknown; in the graveyard they surely 

symbolized the ultimate abode of the supreme god to which the dead had 

now been called. Beginning in the sixth century, this intense use of 

funerary religious symbols, obscure as their iconography is, seems to 

betoken specifically West Phoenician theological developments. They 

are an important factor indicating a corpus of beliefs common to the 

important central colonies (Carthage, Sousse, Motya, Sulcis, Nora, 

Tharros), where tophets and accompanying grave stelae have been 

found. Does this indicate the cultural domination of Carthage in these 

centres? Though not exclusive to tophets, it is remarkable that this 

iconography is not instanced in Malta, Palermo, Ibiza, or the far West. Is 

this because their tophets, if they had them, have not been found? Or is it 

because they were poorer, provincial, and untouched by Carthaginian 

theology — or just different? 

2. Carthage and North Africa 

Carthage {Qartihadasht in Phoenician, meaning ‘New Town’), Tyre’s 

most famous colony, was founded according to legend by Elissa (called 

Dido by the Libyans), sister of King Pygmalion of Tyre. This version 

goes back to the Greek historian Timaeus of Syracuse writing at the end 

of the fourth century.*'^' An earlier fourth-century fragment of Philistos 

of Syracuse names the Tyrian founders as Azoros and Karchedbn, the 

former either a Phoenician personal name or taken from the name of 

Tyre (Tsor), the latter from the rather inexplicable Greek form of the 

name ‘Carthage’. Late tradition (Stephanus of Byzantium and Eustath- 

iusi'^2) preserves this name and records ‘Kakkabe’ and ‘Kambe’ as other 

names for the city. Both names are found on late coins of Sidon, who 

calls herself mother of kkh and but are not understood and might 

be Libyan in origin. 

Both hterary evidence (Polybius 1.75.4; 75.4) and landscape study 

confirm that the site of Carthage was a sea-girt peninsula inside a deep 

gulf (Pis. Vol., pi. 138). Aggradation of the land surface and the 

deposition of silt from the Medjerda and other rivers have removed the 

lagoons which formerly separated it from the land on the northern side; 

the Lake of Tunis lies to the south.*’^ The hills of Djebel Amar and 

Djebel Nahli lay in the neck of the peninsula, providing natural defences 

on the landward side. The headland of Sidi Bou Said in the centre is the 

c 3, 318; c 172, 159-235. c 3, 260. c 160, 106. '”0411,59-69. 
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peninsula’s most prominent point. To the north are other heights at 

Gamart and La Marsa; to the south the eminence of the Byrsa (Hill of St 

Louis), which became the traditional acropolis of the city. It is on this hill 

and the nearby graveyards of Douimes, Dermech (Pis. Vol., pi. 138^) 

and the ‘Hill of Juno’ (Junon) that the earliest graves have been found. 

But there is no certainty that this is where the Tyrian pioneers first 

established themselves: the heights of Sidi Bou Said are more easily 

defensible and the inlets of the northern lagoon probably provided 

better shelter than the exposed shore east of the Byrsa, where eventually 

artificial harbours had to be dug out. 

The foundation date of Carthage has been preserved in two ways.^’^ 

First, the absolute date given by the Sicilian Greek historian Timaeus 

(second half of the fourth century b.c.) is forty-eight years before the first 

Olympiad, thus in 814/13 b.c. This date cannot be satisfactorily 

explained as ‘artificial’, made by Greek genealogical or other compu¬ 

tations, but may be argued to be the date known to Sicilian writers from 

the Carthaginians themselves, who are most likely to have had at least 

dedicatory inscriptions concerning the foundation of the first temple in 

their city. Secondly, the early Tyrian king list summarized by Josephus 

from Menander {Contra Apionem, 1.121-5) records how Carthage was 

founded in the seventh year of King Pygmalion by his sister. The most 

satisfactory calculation that can be made at present is that Pygmalion’s 

seventh year was 814/813 b.c. Basic to this calculation is the synchronism 

between Ba'alazor (Ba'alezorus) and Shalmaneser III.’^^ The former’s 

reign was followed by the short reign of Matan I (829—821); then came 

Pygmalion (820—774).’'^'^ 

Classical historical tradition certainly placed other Phoenician founda¬ 

tions earlier. Aristotle placed the foundation of Utica 287 years before 

that of Carthage {De mirab. auscult. 134), and Pliny {N.H. xv1.79.216), 

writing in a.d. 77, states that the cedar beams in the temple of Apollo at 

Utica had lasted 1,178 years. This gives a date of iioi b.c. A Tyrian 

source also records (Jos. Ant. Jud. viii.324) the founding of Auza in 

Libya about 875 b.c. by Ittoba'al, the predecessor of Ba'^alazor. Nothing 

is known from either historical or archaeological sources to support 

these high dates for Phoenician arrival in North Africa, nor is the site of 

Auza known. A Greek historical tradition which placed colonists from 

Naxos and elsewhere on the Tunisian coast before the foundation of the 

Naxian colonies in Sicily and Italy (i.e., late eighth century b.c.), a 

tradition itself of doubtful accuracy, says nothing of Phoenicians 

there.Modern scholarship has therefore doubted the likelihood of 

Phoenician settlements in Africa older than Carthage. The high date for 

'”041,106-52. C 3, 322; C 21. '”021,117-28. '780140,25-6. 
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Map 7. North Africa. 

Utica has been scarcely accepted by modern scholars and seems too 

uncomfortably close to the calculated date of the Trojan War.’’® 

The record of quite extensive excavated material at Carthage gives no 

grounds to believe that anything yet found there can be dated before 

750-720 B.c. P. Cintas, the chief protagonist of the traditional founda¬ 

tion date, has used quite questionable methods in trying to ratify it from 

archaeology. For instance, bone rectangular plaques’®® from diadems or 

caskets of a type known at Megiddo in Palestine and Villaricos, 

Carmona, and Rachgoun in the West in contexts no earlier than 650 b.c. 

were found at Carthage in a tomb containing a scarab of Pedubast, which 

he ascribes to Pedubast I (818-795). Not only can it be shown that 

Pedubast scarabs were used in Naucratis, Carthage, and elsewhere down 

to the fifth century,’®’ but no mention is made of a set of exactly similar 

plaques found in 1918 by A. Meriin’®^ in a grave at Carthage containing 

two Proto-Corinthian cups and an Etruscan hucchero amphora of about 

650 B.c. Nor do a few Proto-Corinthian globular aryballoi’®^ from 

unrecorded graves at Carthage push back the date beyond 730 b.c. More 

significant is the Cycladic ‘chevron cup’,’®'’ a type which began to be 

imported to Italy shortly before 760 b.c., though they appear to have 

lasted over a long period and continued to reach Italy much later.’®® 

^^03,199-211. C 4 I, 298-302. C I, 445; C 302. ^82^164,298-9. 

*81 C 4 I, pi. 18 fig. 86. *8* c 4 I, pi. 18 fig. 87. *85 C 169. 
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One of the mainstays of Punic chronology, since its discovery in 1927, 

has been the stratified deposit of burial urns in the Precinct of Tanit in the 

harbour area of Carthage (Pis. VoL, pi. 139(2).^®^ This was a tophet in 

which sacrificed children and animals were buried. It appeared to have 

‘phases’, based both on a loose stratigraphy and on differences in urn 

types (‘Tanit I—III’). With the middle phase (Tanit II) was associated 

(though precisely how is unclear) a single Proto-Corinthian kotyle of a 

type current about 670 b.c.*®^ But this by no means allows one to assume 

that Tanit I goes back to the foundation in 814 b.c., since the speed and 

means by which the deposit was built up is unknown. In any case recent 

and sophisticated re-excavation of the Tanit Precinct'®® has cast great 

doubt upon the precision of the Tanit I—III sequence and turned up no 

Greek pottery associated with Tanit II earher than 400 b.c. The only 

control on Tanit I types is therefore still the tomb groups in which they 

occur, which in turn depend for date on their Proto-Corinthian 

imports.'®® It must also be stressed that the Punic pottery found at 

Carthage provides nothing demonstrably typologically earlier than 

Tanit I shapes, and that no tomb groups can be recognized more archaic 

in style than those with the earliest Greek imports. Homeland Phoeni¬ 

cian pottery provides no comparisons before about 750 b.c. It is also 

remarkable that the pottery at Motya and Malta begins at the same stage. 

Urn shapes typical of Tanit I cover the first half of the sixth century at 

Motya, except for ‘crater-urns’ (i.e., with handles to rim)'®® which are 

peculiar to Tanit I and certainly indicate a slightly more archaic aspect of 

West Phoenician pottery than is known elsewhere in the West. 

Thus, if the traditional date for the foundation of Carthage is to be 

accepted, there is a gap of about a century before the first archaeological 

record of it. Proto-Corinthian pottery is plentiful in the earhest recorded 

tombs and a group of pots from a bedrock ‘chapel’ below level I at the 

Tanit Precinct is vaguely Late Greek Geometric in style.'®' The group 

includes a jar, a bottle-like carafe, a bird-shaped ‘feeder’ and some cups. 

With them was found a plain crater of Akhziv type and some Phoenician 

plates. Dating this pottery before 750 b.c. is not possible: much of it 

appears to be a local (or possibly south Italian) version of Late 

Corinthian Geometric.'®2 The bird-shaped feeder or askos, whatever its 

derivation, was part of the West Phoenician repertoire as shown by a 

similar (though red-shpped) example from Sulcis. At least one vessel, a 

small narrow olpe with upswung handle, has its best parallel in graves at 

Pontecagnano and Suessula'®® in Campania, dated to the late eighth and 

c 159. 'S’ c 159, 86, fig. 8. 188 c 171, }}. 

'S’ c 141, 12-8, pis. 2-3, 18-20. 190 c 159, fig. 3j, 1. 

c 4 I, 316-22, pis. lo-i i; c 5 5, 386. Compare c 4 i, pi. 36; c 151, 604, fig. 14. 

c 2, pi. 9 h; c 4 I, pi. 9 fig. 43; c 150, 101-3, figs- *8, 33, 59; c 157, pi. 49, 1; c 166, 663. 
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Fig. 24. Inscribed gold medallion from Carthage. (After C 156, 47, pi. i.) 

early seventh centuries. There are others from Tarquinia, Cumae, and 
Capua. Nor are the twisted handle of the amphora or the cups from this 
‘chapel’ difficult to parallel there.The carafe too is of a shape at home 
in the Italian Late Geometric and foreign to Greece.’’^ Although the 
deposit might not be an archaeologically ‘closed group’ as was originally 
thought, all datable parallels impose a late eighth-century date; no single 
item can be put back in the ninth. 

The oldest tombs of Carthage, at Douimes,'’^ Dermech,'’^ and the 

‘Hill of Juno’,1^® excavated late in the last century and earlier this 

century, were all published very sketchily. One of the most important is a 

tomb in the Doui'mes area’^^ which contained a small gold medallion 

inscribed with a dedication to Ashtart by one ladamelek (Fig. 24). 

This is the oldest inscription from North Africa, and since the same tomb 

contained a Proto-Corinthian kotyle it cannot be dated before about 700 

B.C., though it is argued that the script is more archaic. The rest of the 

tomb furniture was typical of that of the oldest Phoenician tombs in the 

West: trefoil-mouth jug, disc-topped jug, cup, and cooking pots. The 

cemetery of Ard-et-Touibi^'" appears to have been in part contemporary 

with those of Doui'mes and Dermech. One of the trefoil-mouth jugs is 

described as having a brilliant red slip^oz and other ceramic forms and 

C 4 I, pi. 10, 32; C 1 JO, figs. 16-J7. 105 c 4 I, pi. 9, 57; c 168, pi. XV, 12; c 163. 

c 4 ti, 302-5; c 152. c 4 I, pis. 21-2, II, 226-81; c 158, 1-139. 

>58 c 4 II, 286-93, pis. 93-4; c 155; c 164. '*0152,13-15. 

800 C I 56. 801 c 4 II, 322. 802 Q ,6^ 
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jewellery are of seventh-century types. Corinthian cups and Etruscan 

bucchero feature prominently in the graves here as well as in the Dermech 

graves.The clearest import is a bichrome flask with red slipped body, 

close to Citium pottery, but found here in a group with late Proto- 

Corinthian material. 

Next to Carthage in importance was Utica, originally a port at the 

mouth of the River Bagradas (Medjerda), which since antiquity has 

changed its course, leaving the site now 12 km inland.Its position 

alone on the most direct route from Tyre to Cadiz suggests its 

importance, though in fact Utica’s history is scarcely mentioned in 

ancient sources. Its Phoenician name and coinage are unknown.206 The 

site is little explored because of the high water table. Pottery from tombs 

certainly includes some archaic pieces, but nothing for which even an 

eighth-century date can be clearly claimed; the earliest published imports 

are Late Corinthian, though some Proto-Corinthian has been men¬ 

tioned.All early pottery forms fall within the types known in Motya 

and Malta in dated contexts of the.early seventh century. The island of 

Paches, though too far offshore to be a likely first settlement point, has 

apparently provided evidence of West Phoenician occupation. 

Though neither major nor necessarily early, other Phoenician sites are 

claimed for the coast of present-day Tunisia and Libya (Tripolitania). 

Sallust {Jugurtha, 19.1) claimed a Phoenician migrant origin for Hippo 

(but does not specify which of the two Roman Hippos, whether Regius 

(Bone) or Diarrhytus (Bizerta)); and also for Leptis, where again there 

were two, Leptis Minor, near Sousse, and Leptis Magna in Tripolitania. 

Silius Italicus (iii. 256-8) gives Sabratha in Tripolitania a Tyrian origin. 

In the case of these last two cities excavation has confirmed their pre- 

Roman foundation, the fifth century for Sabratha^os and mid-seventh for 

Leptis Magna, though so far the West Phoenician material from neither 

of them is impressive.The date for Leptis Magna is based on some 

Corinthian pottery found in soundings there. 

In Tunisia^io Punic remains, often from later Roman sites, have been 

found on the north coast at Tabarca (Thabraca) and Bizerta (Hippou 

Akra); on the Cap Bon peninsula at Kerkouane, Djebel Mlezza, Ras ed- 

Drek, Ras Fortas, Ras Sidi Ah el-Mekki, Nabeul (NeapoUs), and Siagu; 

south of Cap Bon towards the Gulf of Gabes at Sousse (Hadrumetum), 

Lemta (Leptis Minor), Ras ed-Dimas (Thapsus), Gummi (Mahdia), Ras 

Botria (Acholla), and Thana (Thaenae). There is also an important tomb 

at La Rabta, within Tunis itself.^n The Punic population inland is less 

well represented archaeologically, but Dougga (Thugga), Maktar, and 

2® C 4 II, 254; C I4I, 35. 204 c 4 I, fig. 87. 

2I» 041.285-308, pi. 3; C 147, 8-13; C 148. 206 041,294. 207 0 147, 62. 

2“ C 145, 7. 2090145,125-6. 21007,151-3. 211 o 154. 
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Le Kef (Sicca) were important centres. Material from none of these sites 

is as early as that from Carthage and Utica. Many indeed are very late, but 

most bear evidence of expansion in the fourth century, when Carthage 

was at her most powerful. Only the material from the tophet at Sousse 

approaches a sixth-century b.c. date.2'2 Noteworthy are Kerkouane and 

Ras ed-Drek for the light they shed on architecture. Kerkouane was a 

flourishing well-planned town in the fourth century and was founded 

already in the sixth.212 Next to the fortress of Ras ed-Drek on the tip of 

Cap Bon was a small rectangular temple, unique in North Africa: both 

temple and fortress were probably founded in the fifth century. 

The Mediterranean shores of Algeria and Morocco are not covered by 

any literary source with regard to Phoenician colonies. A relay of coastal 

sites east and west of Algiers present suitable harbour and settlement 

conditions, beginning with Bone in the east and stretching to Rachgoun 

off the Oran coast. Of these sites, Tipasa, originally an island site west of 

Algiers, is known from recent archaeological work to have been 

founded a little before 600 b.c.^*^ Chullu (Collo), Djidjelli (Igilgili), 

Cherchel (lol), Gouraya (Gunngu), Les Andalouses, and Mersa Madakh 

have all produced later Punic material (fourth to second centuries), 

whilst Algiers itself (originally an island) is known from its coins to have 

had a Phoenician name (^yksm - Ikosim). Other headlands whose 

Phoenician names have been preserved in Latin inscriptions are Rusi- 

cade (Skikda), Rusubbicari (Mers el-Hedjedj), Rusuccuru (Dellys), 

Rusippisir (Taksebt), Rusazus (Azeffbun) and Rusguniae (Bordj el- 

Bahri).2’5 The tiny island of Rachgoun,^'® lying about 2 km off the coast 

opposite the Wadi Tafna, is an exceptionally important site, probably the 

Acra of Pseudo-Scylax.2*^ Infertile, without anchorage except for a small 

artificial cothon (a small rectangular rock-cut basin), and with poor water 

supply, the island cannot have been intended for permanent settlement 

and indeed the pottery from the dwellings and incineration necropolis is 

concentrated in the second half of the seventh century. Whereas the early 

pottery of Tipasa derives from that of Carthage, perhaps confirming the 

statement of Pseudo-Scylax^'S that the cities of the central Maghreb were 

under Carthaginian control, that of Rachgoun has a distinctly Tartessian 

cast. Between Rachgoun and Oran two coastal sites seem to have shared 

in the trade ambience of Rachgoun. The small ‘comptoir’ of Mesa 

Madakh, predominantly native, was visited by Phoenicians who left a 

little archaic pottery; and Les Andalouses, a substantial Numidian town 

in the second century, was previously occupied along a short coastal 

strip by Phoenicians in the seventh century. 

212 c 6, 122. 213 c 165. C 137, 125-31, figs. 80—2. 215 q ly©. 

216 C 173, 55-130. 217 Q 152,58. 218 c IO7-8. 
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The native ‘Libyan’ or ‘proto-Berber’ population of North Africa at 

the time of Phoenician contact seems to have been one of scattered 

pastoralists, practising a little agriculture here and there. Their remains 

come entirely from tombs, dolmens, or rock-cut chambers {haouanet), 

heavily concentrated in Tunisia and around Constantine (Algeria). 

Although of considerable antiquity and for some time familiar with the 

use of bron2e, the relics of their culture are difficult to date: it is not 

certain, for instance, whether their concentration in Tunisia predates the 

Phoenician colonies to any degree, or whether it is the result of the 

organized employment which Phoenician agriculture provided. Their 

part-contemporaneity with the early stages of colonization is evident 

from finds of archaic West Phoenician pottery and jewellery in native 

graves at Djebel Lindles^’’ on the Oran coast and in the Tangiers region. 

Considerable amounts of their hand-made pottery, in a tradition deriv¬ 

ing in part from that of the Sicilian Bronze Age (Castellucio and 

Serraferlichio), have been found in Punic sites, particularly at Djebel 

Mlezza,220 and in the early sites of Mersa Madakh^^i and Rachgoun.^^^ 

But it is remarkable how resistant their own ceramic traditions were to 

Punic influences. 

Their late survival and admixture with the colonists is shown 

particularly in burial practices, especially at Henchir el-Alia223 and on 

other sites on the Tunisian littoral. Here, in contrast to the normal native 

dolmen burial, crouched burials together with burials of a different sort 

showing signs of partial cremation were found in Punic-type chamber 

tombs. These mixed rites, together with the use of ochre and ochre- 

stained coffins (these latter not normally used in native burials) asso¬ 

ciated with the crouched burials, suggest a mixed population. Nor is 

evidence confined to the outskirts: ochre burials are reported from 

Utica.22'' 

The role of the native Libyans in the growth of Phoenician power in 

North Africa must not be underestimated.225 They probably provided 

the work force which the Carthaginians organized into the massive 

tillage of the Tunisian plains, or used as mercenary troops. The 

archaeological evidence suggests a symbiosis rather than an enslave¬ 

ment, and most certainly does not suggest that the Libyans were 

exploited as a vital market for Phoenician goods, for apart from a few 

earrings from the dolmens of Beni Messous and Tayadirt,225 no oriental 

luxuries have been found in inland Tunisia and Algeria. It is disputed 

whether the term L,ibjphoenices, used by Strabo227 to denote non- 

Carthaginian inhabitants of North Africa, refers to a racial or legal status, 

2*’ C 175, 259-82. 220 Q 143, 67-8; C 146, 182-4. C 173, 145-6. 

222 C 173, 77-80. 223 c ,(5^ 224 c 137, 70. 225 q ,44. 

226 C 161. 227 c 4 11, 52. 
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that is whether people of mixed blood or Phoenicians living outside the 

official boundaries of Carthage; but mixed marriages must have been 

frequent, especially in the smaller towns like Sousse. Much in Carthagi¬ 

nian life may have been Libyan from the start; face-amulets, the ‘bottle- 

idol’ which appears on many of the earhest Punic tombstones, the 

placing of rats, mice, birds, and snail-shells in the burial jars, the amuletic 

use of pieces of ostrich eggs and tortoise-shell, as well as one or two 

shapes in pottery. Though it was certainly Syro-Palestinian in origin,228 

the curious Punic architecture with its megahthic stanchions might also 

have some Libyan contribution. It would, of course, be presumptuous to 

ascribe to Africa all that we cannot explain as Oriental; nevertheless there 

is increasing reason to believe that the Phoenician colonial process 

involved a degree of assimilation to local cultures, and that this is a 

contributory reason for the marked regional differences in West Phoeni¬ 

cian culture, as important as the varied homeland backgrounds of the 

colonists themselves. 

5. 

Thucydides (vi. 2,6) informs us that the Phoenicians had established 

themselves on islands and promontories all round Sicily for the sake of 

trade and withdrew to western Sicily on the arrival of Greek colonists. 

He was right about their withdrawal to Panormus (Palermo), Soloeis 

(Solus), and Motya (Mozia), for archaeology has shown these three alone 

to have been early Phoenician settlements. But there is not a trace of early 

settlement elsewhere even though the island sites of Thapsus and 

Plemmyrium (Syracuse) were ideal for it. A few scarabs reached Siculan 

III sites in the east (800-650 b.c.), though these may, have been brought 

by Greeks. The only other clue to Phoenician presence is in the early 

Greek graveyards themselves, where Phoenician commercial amphorae 

of types well dated in Malta were used for the interment of children, 

especially at Megara and Mylae (Milazzo).229 In later times Selinus 

(Selinunte) and Heraclea Minoa on the south-western coast fell under 

Punic cultural and political domination. At Selinus Phoenician elements 

in cult practices have been detected even before 409 b.c. after which the 

city fell under a century of Punic rule.^^o Lilybaeum (Marsala) was a late 

foundation from Motya, though Phoenicians were probably interested 

in the headland of Lilybaeum at an earlier date. A Sicilian—Punic coinage 

with the legend ‘Ras-Melkart’ has been ascribed to either Cephaloedeum 

(Cefalu) or Heraclea Minoa. Inland from Trapani on Mt Eryx the 

Phoenicians established a shrine dedicated to Astarte (Venus Ericina). 

228 c 7, I 5 3. 229 c p|s j j_2. 230 c 180; C I92. 
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Attached to it was a settlement which dates back to at least the fifth 

century b.c. 

Panormus was certainly a flourishing city in the late sixth and early 

fifth centuries b.c., and a great deal of the grave material dates from that 

time. This may be attributed to the consolidation of Phoenician power in 

the west of the island following the estabhshment of the westernmost 

Greek colonies at Selinus and Himera in the second half of the seventh 

century. A few tombs with archaic jewellery and Corinthian vases can be 

dated to that time. The settlement itself was placed on the south-western 

side of a forked harbour with inlets from two streams,23i ^nd the nucleus 

of the old city was between these on high ground. Parts of the archaic 

walls remain. The information suppUed by excavations in the necropo- 

lis232 is important in indicating the differences between Panormus and 

other West Phoenician centres. The burials were mostly made in 

rectangular rock-cut chamber tombs containing monohthic sarcophagi 

or slab-cists, often closed by roofing tiles. Although there are a few 

cremations in small stone-built ‘loculi’, cremation is rare and late. 

Corinthian pottery indicates that the use of this graveyard dates back to 

about 630 B.c.,235 but there is very little archaic West Phoenician 

pottery.234 in the bulk of the tombs, which date to the second half of the 

sixth and the first half of the fifth centuries, the main types are of Sicilian 

Greek derivation with a great deal of Greek imported pottery.235 Many 

of the amphorae come from Marseilles. Though there is a little 

Phoenician jewellery from the earlier tombs,236 the Oriental amulets and 

terracottas which are so characteristic of Punic burials of the sixth/fourth 

centuries were not fashionable at Panormus. 

Motya is the 120-acre island of San Pantaleo (Mozia) in a shallow bay 

to the north of Lilybaeum (Marsala)237 {CAH iv^, 744, Fig. 72). Both 

Pausanias (v.25.6) and Diodorus (xiv.47.4) regarded the inhabitants as 

having come from Carthage, rather than from earher Sicilian sites. The 

island is protected from the open sea by the much larger Isola Grande on 

the eastward side and the 2.5 km circumference was itself in the sixth 

century surrounded by substantial fortifications. Though there are traces 

of occupation on the Isola Grande, there was no significant spread on to 

the mainland except for the secondary cemetery on the shore at Birgi to 

the north, to reach which a causeway was built. Apart from the fortified 

towers and gates (Pis. Vol., pi. 137), which finally fell to Dionysius of 

Syracuse in 398, the island’s main features are an artificial cothon harbour 

in the south, a large shrine building (called Cappiddazzu) on the north, a 

231 c 174, 225-48; C 188, 354'^* c 181; C 185; C 188, 271—7; C 189; C 190; C 191. 

233 c 186, item 2940, figs. 66-8. 

23^ C 181; C 185, fig. 7; C 190, 2j8, fig. 19; C 191, 281, fig. II. 235 c 281, 289-5OI. 

236 c 185, 486, fig. 5; C 186, item 2940. 237 Q ,84; c 187; C 188, 259-61. 
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tophet and a cremation cemetery outside and under the northern walls. 

The cothon is puzzling; certainly in its present form it is too small (51 x 55 

m) to have been an effective harbour, but it could have been a dry dock 

for ship-building. The Cappiddazzu^^s appears to have been a tri-cella 

temple with an open temenos in which votive deposits were made, and 

stelae were erected from archaic times. The most archaic Motyan 

material comes from the extensive incineration graveyard on the 

northern margin of the island, its pottery partly comparable to that of 

Tanit I and containing a great deal of imported Proto-Corinthian pottery 

and its imitations. These include a form of Corinthian cup identical to 

one found at Taranto, which according to Eusebius was founded in 706 

Globular aryballoi are similar to those in tombs from Phalerum 

(Attica) dated to the last two decades of the eighth century.A stratified 

fragment of a Late Geometric vessel from near the monumental north 

gate confirms that Motya was founded in the late eighth century,^'*' 

though the bulk of imports are between 700 and 675. Though prehistoric 

pottery has been found on the island, it mostly dates to well before the 

first millennium.Hand-made cooking pots are found together with 

West Phoenician remains here as at Panormus,^''^ but there is no 

indication that they are a continuum from earlier times on the island 

itself.2^ 
Soloeis lies 20 km west of Palermo at Pizzo Cannita and was a large 

Hellenistic town, partly Punic in culture. A third-century b.c. coinage 

with the Punic legend kphr- Kephara, the Village - has been ascribed to 

it. But this was not the original foundation. Considerable remains of 

early Phoenician settlement appear in a graveyard at Punta di Solanto 

and to the south at settlement sites inland at La Cannita and Monte 

Porcara near the town of S. Flavia in a fertile valley; they are certainly 

archaic and are accompanied by Corinthian material of the seventh 
century.245 

There can be little doubt that a close friendship existed between the 

Phoenician settlers and the indigenous Elymians of western Sicily. It was 

in Elymian alliance that in 415-415 b.c. the Carthaginians first made war 

against the Greeks, and Elymians would surely welcome the presence of 

an ally against the gradual Greek aggression in Sicily. The grey-slipped 

pottery typical of Elymian culture and characteristic of Elymian Segesta 

is found at Motya and at Eryx (Erice), itself an Elymian town. The large 

Cyclopean walls at Eryx and Segesta have been thought to be Elymian in 

c 187 n, 7-24, IV, 7-47, VIII, j-55; c 195, 202-5. “9 c 187 VIII, 68, pi. 50, 2. 

c i,pl. 17, 66-7;c 179, 112, 6g. 6. «> 0184,73. c 187 ix, 84-6. 

c 187 VII, pi. 58, z; c 187 IX, figs. 3, 6, 10, pi. 7. 244 c 184, 73, 

2^5 c 178, i3j; c 182; c 185. 
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Map 9. Phoenician sites on Malta and Gozo. 

origin,though the later walls and gates of Eryx are more Phoenician in 

construction. 

4. Malta and P ante Heria 

According to Diodorus (v.iz.4) Malta was colonized as part of the 

Phoenician trading drive towards southern Spain because of its position 

on the high seas. The Grand Harbour of Valletta may, however, have 

been unsuitable for ancient merchant ships. The main Phoenician site of 

the island, Tas Silg, undoubtedly on or near the renowned temple of 

Astarte^'*’ (and later of Juno), dominates the shallower Marsaxlokk Bay 

on the south-east corner of the island, which probably gave easier access. 

In the north east St Paul’s Bay may have played a similar role. But the 

^ c 175; c 176. c 196. 
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extensive remains of Malta’s Phoenician past do not suggest that it was 

an important Mediterranean entrepot. The carved ivory pieces and 

Greek imports from the sacred site of Tas Silg^'*^ are unusual for 

Phoenician Malta, which generally seems to have been out of the 

mainstream. After the early tomb groups, dated by a little Proto- 

Corinthian material and some pottery of archaic West Phoenician type, 

Malta’s pottery follows its own pattern, diverges considerably from that 

of Carthage, and is scarcely touched by influences from Punic Sicily. 

Few townscapes in the Mediterranean have been altered as much as 

Valletta: the knights and their fortifications may have removed its 

Phoenician past entirely, for there are no archaic tombs in its vicinity or 

at Msida inlet. Graveyards at Pawla, Ghajn DwieU, Tal Liedna, Tar- 

xien,2‘*9 Luqa, and QormF^o (within modern Valletta’s outer urban 

fringe) begin in the late sixth century and last through to the early third. 

By contrast almost all earher material is concentrated inland on the 

limestone ridges of Mdina and Rabat and it is here that the earliest (sixth- 

century) Phoenician inscription was found. The Ukely conclusion is that 

the early Phoenician urban centre was on what is the natural capital of the 

entire island (at Mdina-Notabile) — and indeed at one of the farthest 

points from any harbour, since there is none whatever on the south-west 

coast. There are other reasons. The structural fault which runs across the 

island virtually from north to south, and which uplifts the eastern part, 

has caused fresh-water springs there on the harder limestone, which 

provide some relief from Malta’s notoriously bad water. Off the harder 

limestone ridges in the west-centre runs a network of streams such as the 

Wied il-Hemsija and the Wied Qlejgha, which produce a terrain of 

gardens. Indeed the bulk of Romano-Punic tombs are concentrated in 

this, as well as the earliest Phoenician tombs known in the island.^^^ 

Besides Proto-Corinthian pottery from tombs, a little Corinthian has 

been found in Rabat itself.252 After this imports drop off abruptly. 

Further west there are a few archaic tombs at Ghajn Tuffieha and 

Zebbieh, but those in the Mellieha Bay area in the furthest north west are 

fourth-century.253 In fact the distribution of Phoenician tombs (of all 

periods) throughout both Malta and Gozo suggests a concentration of 

population in Rabat and a rural scatter of smallholdings and hamlets 

through the rest of the islands, as in Ibiza. No early habitation sites are 

known, but the cemeteries suggest such a large population that there is 

perhaps some truth in the statement of Stephanus of Byzantium that 

Acholla in Tunisia was a colony of Malta.25-* 

c 196 (197O. 77“95- c 194. c 197(1964), 6. 

251 Ghajn Qajjied(c 195), Ghienls-Sultan(c 197,1916-17,4; 1926,7; 1957,3-4; 1946,4), Mtarfa, 

Ghajn Klieb, Ghicn Iz-Zghir, Is-Sandar Lands (c 6j, 77-8, figs. 13-4, etc.). 
252 c 198, 493—4; C 201. 253 q 2.0}. 254 q jgg 
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Certainly the prehistoric population was still alive, but a pale remnant 

of the Borg en-Nadur phase (1500-1200 b.c.). Though the shrine at Tas 

Silg was built into the ruins of a long abandoned megalithic temple, there 

is no evidence that Phoenicians took any interest in the rest of the ruined 

megalithic shrines in the land. But Late Bronze Age pottery from caves 

at Ghar Mirdum in Dingli cliffs^^^ seems to represent a very late 

prehistoric population and finds of local pottery in the same tradition 

have come from Punic tombs in the Rabat area. In fact a prehistoric 

burial ground was in use on the small plateau of Kallilia overlooking the 

Wied Qlejgha in the period of Phoenician establishment in the area in the 

seventh/sixth centuries. 

There is no archaic Phoenician ware from Gozo. It too had, in later 

times, an island capitol at the citadel (II Castell) of Victoria (Rabat) in the 

centre of the island. Around it a lot of fourth-century pottery has been 

found. Gozo had a few distinctive pottery forms, rare even on Malta. 

Presumably the Greeks called the island ‘Melita’ (‘Honeyed’), first 

mentioned by Pseudo-Scylax in the late sixth century,^56 after Malta’s 

Phoenician name. This is unknown, though the Punic legend Ann on 

coins of Malta issued after the Roman occupation in 218 b.c. is perhaps 

an alternative Phoenician or native name for the island.^^^ Gozo’s name, 

Caulos, is the Greek form of the Phoenicians^/, a small boat, but has not 

been preserved in Punic inscriptions. 

Malta’s western neighbour Pantelleria, 200 km distant, did not enter 

history until the Romans captured it in the Second Punic War (in 217 

B.C.), after which it issued a remarkably widespread coinage with the 

legend ^Iranim. The Romans called it Cossura. Pantelleria might have 

been a more important anchorage than Malta, and is more directly on the 

route between Carthage and the west Sicilian colonies. There are shelters 

for small craft on both north and south sides (Gala Scauri and Gala 

Cinque Denti), but the only decent port is Pantelleria harbour. The 

ancient acropolis (some walls still stand) was on the southern side of 

Pantelleria town on the hills of S. Marco and S. Teresa, 1.5 km from the 

harbour. Almost all the archaic material from it comes from a shrine 

beside the Bagno dell’Acqua,258 a thermal pool in the north of the island. 

It consists mostly of figurines of female votaries, but there is a Corinthian 

vase. A Middle Corinthian amphoriskos in Palermo museum came from 

Cavallari’s excavations in the Polviera cemetery on the island.259 But the 

rest of the material, from various graveyards, is Maltese-Punic,280 even 

though the island is closer to both Sicily and Cap Bon. 

255 c 197 (1965), 3. 256 c ,02. 257 Q 202. 258 q jOO, 527-33. 

25’ C 200, 523-4, figs. 56, 59. 260 c ,58; C 204. 
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5. Sardinia 

In the colonization of Sardinia the Phoenicians met a unique situation. 

The Bronze Age dwellers in the megalithic fortified farms called 

‘nuraghi’ had attained a high degree of technology and wealth, were in 

trading relationship with Etruria, and had perhaps already in the eighth 

century b.c. begun to form urban clusters round nuraghic nuclei. Bronze 

figurines represent these early Sards as a fierce people, dour and long¬ 

faced, and equipped with metal arms and armour (see CAH 11^.2, 

736-42). 

Ever since the discovery of bronze Cypriot-type ‘bull’s-hide’ ingots at 

Serra Ilixi in south-eastern Sardinia,^^* pre-settlement contact with the 

Orient has been suggested; also on the grounds that the sophisticated 

nuraghic bronze figurines of warriors, and especially the armour they 

sport, derive from the Near East, or are connected with the ‘Sea 

Peoples’.262 There are no strict grounds for this. Though at least two 

‘smiting god’ Canaanite-type figurines have been found in Sardinia, they 

are not necessarily pre-colonial, nor is the nuraghic weaponry oriental.263 
Bronze figures from Nurra and Olmeda (both Sassari district) certainly 

show Phoenician influence, but are not necessarily early; and claims to 

see Assyrian influence in the armour of figures of the Sardara group are 

not convincing. These proposals of a Near Eastern derivation take too 

little account of local west Mediterranean development of weapons, 

especially as shown by the Corsican menhirs. Some technical exchange in 

the late second millennium b.c. remains possible. Especially impressive 

is a bronze from Pani Loriga,264 a metalliferous area in the south west of 

the island, which copies a Cypriot Late Bronze Age tripod of the type 

known at Tiryns in the tenth century b.c. Phoenician bronze objects, 

such as the thymiateria from S. Vero Milis and S. Vittoria di Serri, as well 

as architectural elements from inland nuraghic sites, must be discounted 

as evidence of pre-colonization contact, since in no case do they 

demonstrably predate the colonies themselves and are mostly late.265 
Nuraghic copies of Phoenician bronzes found at Santa Cristina near 

Paulilatino and Fluminilongu (Alghero) cannot be dated; the latter, a 

copy of an Egyptian sekhmet figure, could be quite late. On the other 

hand, two sixth-century bronze figures from Monte Sirai (see below) 

might show a fusion of Phoenician and nuraghic ideas.266 Copper, lead, 

and probably silver were all available in ancient Sardinia and must all 

have been worked in proto-historic times even though actual evidence of 

mining is no earlier than that of the Romans.267 

“•0214,915. “20207,17. “3 0214,918. “<0224. “50225,335. 

3“ O 214, 927-30, figs. II-I3. “7 C2I9. 
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AU the classical sources on Sardinia’s early history are of the first 
century b.c. and later; and all appear to be part of a rather belated and 
muddled attempt to put Sardinia on the Greek mythological map. The 
pretence that the Greeks had founded colonies there (at Olbia and 
Ogryle) is no more than a Greek guess based on place names. Most 
attempted to people it in pre-Carthaginian times with one or more of 
Trojans, Libyans, Iberians, Cadmeians, Lokrians, Heracles, his com¬ 
panion lolaus and Aristaeus — for example Silius Italicus xii.355—69; 
Pausanias x. 17.1—7, 9; Solinus 1.61; iv.i. The two latter preserve the 
information that Nora, the oldest city, was founded by Iberians led by a 
certain Norax, a Tartessian. The finding of two Iberian inscriptions in 
Sardinia,^®® a similarity in tribal names, and hkenesses between Iberian 
and Sard bronze weapons and figurines have been taken to support some 
connexion with Spain. It has also been supposed that the Norax story 
preserves an authentic piece of West Phoenician history. If true, the best 
that can be deduced is that some Tartessians may have been amongst 
Nora’s founding fathers, for the name itself is local - nur is a common 
toponymic in Sardinia - and there is no need to bring in an eponymous 
founder. Apart from this episode, what classical authors preserve, 
including the Ionian-type name for the island, Ikhnoussa, ‘The Foot¬ 
print’, probably results from Ionian and Athenian fifth-century commer¬ 
cial interest in Sardinia,^*!* Tharros having provided to the local 
antiquarians the richest crop of Greek vases of any West Phoenician site. 

The archaic inscription of the Nora stone is by far the earliest on the 
island (above, p. 486). Situated on a small promontory in the south¬ 
western corner of the Gulf of Cagliari, Nora is the most extensively 
explored town site in Sardinia. Most surviving remains are fourth- 
century Hellenistic.The earliest tombs excavated alongside the shore 
at Nora by P. Nissardi (1871) contained more archaic material than the 
better-known graveyard excavated by Patroni,®^’ but they did not 
provide pottery older than the late sixth century and have been 
compared with the Tanit II types at Carthage. 

In the south, a settlement was also made before 600 b.c. at Bithia®^® on 
the eastern side of Cape Spartivento. Ptolemy (111.3.5) knew it as a 
Roman town and harbour, and although no ancient author mentions its 
Phoenician origin its name Bitan is preserved in a late Punic inscription 
from the Bes temple.273 The site suits Phoenician requirements admira¬ 
bly.The main town lay between a small inlet and the Rio di Chia, 
whilst Su Cardulinu, a small island in the river mouth, was chosen as the 
site for a tophet. There was a small walled acropolis on the headland of 

“80304,651. “80215,62-6. 27OC213. ”1 c 230. 

^ c 188, 159-40; c 228 II, 142—7; c 238; c 251, 354“5- c 216. 

c 231, 26, 231—4. 
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Torre di Chia, and between it and the town a temple, excavated in the 

1950s, was found to contain a large number of terracotta figurines of the 

primitive ‘snowman’ type found on Motya and Ibiza,^’^ and a gigantic 

statue of the Egyptian god Bes. The temple was certainly a late 

construction and the Bes statue itself, like others found in Sardinia, is of 

Hellenistic date; but even though nothing is known of earlier buildings, 

the tophet and burials beneath the Bes temple contained archaic pottery 

and Etruscan bucchero of sixth-century date. Stratum D, the lowest 

stratum of the necropolis™ included cremation urns laid in dolmen-like 

cists; its pottery of the late seventh to mid-sixth centuries again included 

Etruscan ware and a local copy of an Italo-Geometric jug.™ The iron 

weapons frequently buried with the urns suggest a hostile environment. 

In the upper levels (C-A), continuous to the first century b.c., sarcopha¬ 

gus burial was practised. 

Much of the early colonial activity was centred round Sardinia’s south 

west, where the richest mineral deposits occur and where also the 

nuraghic population was thickest. Here the main colony was Sulcis™ (an 

old Sard name; Sulkoi in Pausanias (x.17.9) inscription 

from Antas),2'^^ on an island connected to the mainland by a long 

causeway, probably constructed in antiquity. A large bay, the Gulf of 

Palmas, provides safe anchorage to the north of the causeway and is itself 

sheltered on the north by the small island of San Pietro. On this at 

Carloforte was built a sanctuary of Ba'alshamem; an inscription^so from 

Cagliari preserves its name - ^jnsm, ‘hawk island’, the hierakon nhos 

recorded by Ptolemy (111.5.8). A smaller and even more sheltered 

harbour lay to the south, accessible from the northern harbour by a canal 

through the causeway. In fact no harbour installations have been 

preserved at Sulcis. Traces of an archaic city wall indicate that the 

Phoenician town was placed on the high ridge of Cresia hill and the 

Fortino to the north of the modern town of Sant’Antioco. Large 

graveyards of chamber tombs flank the Cresia hill and have been found 

in the modern Via Belvedere.In the rocky area of Guardia’e in 

Pingiadas (the ‘guardian of the urns’), about a kilometre to the north of 

Cresia, lies the large tophet of votive incineration graves.^82 An inscrip¬ 

tion on gold leaf from one of these is in seventh-century style,^^ and is 

the earliest Phoenician inscription found in context in Sardinia. Two 

‘Greek’ ollas,^®^ apparently Euboean-inspired Italian copies (CAH Pis. 

to Vol. IV, pi. 271), and a faience flask of‘Camirus’ type provide further 

evidence that this tophet was in use early in the seventh century b.c.^^ 

Sulcis pottery alone in Sardinia preserves the archaic shapes and the red 

C 7, 219—23, figs, 238—41; C 240. 276 Q 2ZO, 277 q 212. 

278 c 188, 239-44; c 216, 93—8; c 234. 279^209,23. 280^15,00.64. 

281 C 223, 106-15. ^ C 212. 283 q 208. 284 ^ 212, fig. 52I. C 237. 
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slip and burnish of homeland Phoenician pottery, though almost all the 

important pieces come from unrecorded tombs. No archaic buildings are 

known, but there is important evidence for later sanctuaries in the 

Fortino area,^®* itself probably the ‘high place’ of sacrifice for the early 

Phoenician colony, built upon nuraghic foundations. To judge from its 

masonry, the Carloforte temple is also archaic. 

Phoenician control of the Sulcis hinterland is shown by two important 

sites, both policing routes from Sulcis to the plain of Cagliari. Monte 

Sirai,2®7 a hill 4 km north west of the modern town of Carbonia, was 

occupied in the sixth century b.c. and became a shrine and tophet with 

country houses and rock-cut tombs in the neighbourhood. About 20 km 

to the south west, on the plain of Pani Loriga near Santadi,^®® a 

considerable community must have flourished, for here a rich tophet 

contained scores of cremation burials, some with archaic jewellery and a 

little late Corinthian pottery.2®9 The earliest West Phoenician pottery 

from both these sites bears a close relation to that of Sulcis itself. In this 

general area, possibly at Mazzacara, was the town of Poupoulon 

(Ptolemy iii.3.3),25® Phoenician perhaps. 

The entire stretch of the south-western coast, from Sulcis round to 

Bithia, seems to have invited settlement.^’' The natural harbour at Porto 

di Malfatano (probably Portus Herculis of the Peutinger Table) bears 

strong evidence of having been a Phoenician port, and the small Isola di 

Tuerreda offshore has yielded fourth-century Punic sherds. Inland from 

Porto di Teulada, at Sant’Isidoro, a definite Punic layer underlies the 

Roman remains. As yet, the initial date of none of these settlements is 

known. The fertility of the area is evident from the heavy nuraghic 

settlement and it appears to have been the part of Sardinia where 

Phoenicians existed in closest relationship with natives. The only site for 

which an early date is claimed lies between Porto Pino and Porto Botte 

on the slopes of Guardia sa Perda Fitta, where sherds of the seventh/sixth 

centuries b.c. have been noted in association with the type of quadrangu¬ 

lar building characteristic of Phoenician ‘keeps’ throughout Sardinia. 

There are a number of signs of early port installations in this entire area, 

all of which await investigation. 

The largest settlement in Sardinia was certainly that at Cagliari (Greek 

KaraUs), at least to judge from the wide area of the modern town and its 

vicinity over which West Phoenician remains have been found.^’2 Apart 

from an urban nub under the acropolis, the Gastello of the modern town, 

much of Phoenician Cagliari was probably made up of hamlets strung 

around the extensive surrounding salt-water lagoons. Nothing dating 

before the sixth century has come from either of the two large graveyards 

286 c 225. 287 c 2, IJ4; C 228. 288 q 228 II, I42—7; III, 162—J. 

289 Unpublished. 290 q 217, 184-6. 291 ^ 228 ii; c 237. 292 q 
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of chamber tombs. S. Avendrace and Tuvixeddu (and especially tombs 

at Predio Ibba in the former)293 have provided almost all the earlier 

material: the tombs at Bonaria are mostly fourth century and later. 

Certainly some of the Tuvixeddu tombs were wealthy; one at least had 

frescoes, a rare item in the West,294 but the contents of these tombs have 

little of pre-fourth-century date to show for that international ambience 

expected of a port so admirably placed.^^s contrast to the prevailing 

custom of inhumation in the chamber tombs of these graveyards, 

cremation urns placed in the soil in rows have been found at S. Paolo, 

between Tuvixeddu and the western lagoon.^96 The precise location of 

the port (or ports) at Cagliari remains uncertain.^9? Various sites of 

temples of the Late Punic period are known, for instance in the Piazzo 

del Carmine,298 but there is little to show of the ordinary town at any 

stage. 

Cagliari took early steps to control her boundaries and food supply by 

occupying key points in the plain of the ‘campidano’, which stretches to 

the north.299 por the peopling of this plain colonists were imported from 

Libya, according to Cicero (Pro Scauro i9.4z) and Diodorus (1V.8Z.4). 

These are important references: they tell how colonization opened a 

better life to some. 

Sardinia’s western coast was dominated by the important city of 

Tharros,209 one of the wealthiest cities in the entire Phoenician West. Set 

on a narrow basalt appendix to the marshy alluvial plain of the Sinis 

peninsula, between the Sardinian sea to the north and the Gulf of 

Oristano to the south, it was perfectly situated for controlling coastal 

traffic. Inland traffic went up the valleys of the Tirso and Andio rivers. 

Across the Campidano of Oristano the city had excellent communication 

with the metalliferous Iglesias region and Phoenician Sulcis. The 

peninsula itself was occupied by two nuraghic villages at Muru Mannu 

and Capo San Marco, where stood the nuraghe of Baboe Cabizzu. 

Initially the Phoenicians occupied only the southern end of Capo San 

Marco and constructed a ‘rialto’ and port, of which underwater 

installations remain on the eastern side of the cape, south and north of 

modern Torre Vecchia. Soon the settlement spread onto the eastern and 

northern slopes of the cape and the adjoining isthmus, where the 

graveyards and urban remains have been excavated, with the tip of the 

cape itself providing a natural rocky acropolis for the siting of the temple 
of Ashtart.201 

2^3 c 2, 128-50; C 256. 294 Unpublished. 295 ^ 2, 128. 296 c 235, 15. 

297 c 251, 551-4. 298 c 11). 

299 San Sperate (c 209, 29; c 216, 87), Monastir (c 209, 29; c 228, 127—43), NarboUa, and the 

Cuccuru Nuraxi nuraghe (c 216, 31). 300 c 205; c 216, 102-8; c 219, 250-1; c 232. 

301 c 207. 
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The most archaic material, from chamber tombs dug into the rocky 

flanks of the Capo San Marco itself, includes jewellery of almost all 

known Phoenician types^o^ well as a range of terracotta figures rare in 

Sardinia (Pis. Vol., pis. 140a, 142^). The wealth of Tharros is 

chiefly shown by the rich goldwork found in its tombs, by ivories, and an 

abundance of amulets and gems. Etruscan bucchero pottery, a little 

Corinthian and some Italo-Corinthian wares, pieces of Etruscan armour 

and, at a later date, wine amphorae from Rhodes and Marseilles all amply 

demonstrate Tharros’ commercial importance.But there are no earlier 

imports, and West Phoenician pottery which can reasonably be dated 

before 600 b.c. is rare. No inscriptions are earlier than the fifth century; 

thus we would be left in doubt about the date of the city’s origin except 

for material lately come from the lowest level of the tophet. This shrine 

lay outside the urban area proper and covered about i ,000 m^. Here the 

cremation urns were buried partly inside the abandoned nuraghic 

structures of the Muru Mannu. Though this tophet has been much 

disturbed by later reconstructions of the fourth century, there is 

abundant seventh-century West Phoenician pottery in the lowest 

stratum.^®^ 

About 20 km up the coast from Tharros lay the Roman regional 

capital of Cornus at S. Caterina di Pitinnuri.^5 There are old records of 

the finding of some Punic tombs nearby at Fanne Massa and Furrighe- 

sus^* and a few archaic pieces in museum collections are said to come 

from the site. But there is nothing definite about its Phoenician past and 

indeed there are no significant port facilities. From Bosa, further up the 

coast, comes a fragment of a Phoenician inscription in the archaic script 

of the Nora stone, giving the name as The site would theoreti¬ 

cally attract settlement, for a small island, the Isola Rossa, sits in what 

was once the much wider estuary of the Temo river.But there are no 

signs of Phoenician remains. 

In the rest of north Sardinia Punic influence is limited and late. Olbia 

in the north east was the natural port for commerce with Italy. 

Extensive graveyards in the vicinity^*® show its importance in the third/ 

second centuries b.c., with a few burials dating back to the fourth. There 

is only a handful of earlier pottery (from unknown context)^'* but 

enough to suggest that Olbia may have had an important place in the 

scheme of colonization. South of Olbia, Sardinia’s eastern coast is 

virtually harbourless and inhospitable, but at a late stage the Carthagi¬ 

nians garrisoned it, building a chain of forts at Pranu de Monte Nai, S. 

3“ C 5, figs. 104-6, 108; C 7, fig. 267. 303 C 221. 304 c 209,157. 

305 C 216, 84; C 219, 251-4. 306 c 227. 307 c, 17, 20. 308 c 188, 254-6. 

309 c 188, 256—7. 310 Fontana Noa, Abba Ona, Joanne Canu: c 222. 
3” C 229, 56, fig. J. 
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Maria di Villaputzu, Tertinia, Tortoli, S. Giovanni di Sarala, Dorgali, 

and Others, finishing with one near Cape Carbonara itself, on the south¬ 

eastern tip of the island.^*2 None of these appears to have been built 

before the fourth century, and even the evidence for so high a date 

remains slender. However, ‘archaic’ Punic sherds are mentioned from 

the fort built into nuraghic remains at Gala Gonone (Dorgali). A watch 

against Rome is the obvious explanation; and this is unlikely to have 

been required on this coast before the Punic wars. The system was not 

entirely coastal, for a second line of ‘forts’ further inland is claimed to 

have stretched from Padria Possomaggiore in the north to Muravera in 

the south east. 

We have no solution to the problem of how Sardinia was colonized, 

whether from Carthage or the homeland. Sardinia’s main Phoenician 

settlements kept names derived from the pre-Latin Mediterranean sub- 

stratum;3i3 none is demonstrably Semitic. From such evidence as there 

is, the Phoenicians in Sardinia were a fringe: forts certainly point to a 

control of the inland, but tbe cultural impact, though it existed, was not 

great. Punic cults had a late effect on nuraghic centres Like Paulilatino and 

Terresen di Narcao, the latter particularly impressive with its Punic 

terracottas and urns of burnt sacrifices;^''* but we can say nothing of how 

the Phoenician settlements in their sixth/fifth-century heyday affected 

the native Sards; nothing of how and why their nuraghic culture 

declined. 

6. The Spanish peninsula 

It was most likely the quest for metals which brought the Phoenicians to 

Spain. The Greeks had been greatly impressed by the cargo of silver 

brought back by a Samian explorer, Colaeus, from the kingdom of 

Arganthonius of Tartessus in about 630 b.c.^'^ Strabo (111.2.14) and 

Pliny amongst others inform us of the later Phoenician monopoly of the 

Spanish mines. The pyrite lodes which lie in the slates south of the Sierra 

Morena and north of the Andalusian plain have been an important 

source of copper in modern times. Besides copper they provide silver, 

lead, tin, and mercury.^'^ Many of the metalliferous sites can be 

approached through the watershed of the Guadalquivir, or further west 

by the less hospitable Guadiana. Between these two rivers lie two minor 

ones, the Odiel and Rio Tinto, which converge and flow into the sea in a 

large estuary at Huelva, the Onuba Aestuaria of Roman times. Both 

rivers rise in the pyrite deposits themselves and give closest access to 

C 209, 24; C 228 IV, 105-21. 313 c 218. 314 c 209, 128. 

3'3 c 3, 387; C 271; CAH IIi3.5, 20, 139, 214. 3I6 c 29, 112; c 241; c 285. 
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them: their waters are in fact discoloured by dissolved iron salts and 

oxides. The Phoenician interest in Iberia’s metals was certainly encour¬ 

aged by the navigability of these rivers. Boats today can still ascend the 

Guadalquivir some 85 km to Seville, and the Tagus is navigable some 

190 km from its mouth; even the Guadiana, the least important of the 

rivers of the Atlantic shore, is navigable to 50 km inland. Indeed the 

distribution map of Phoenician bronze and silver jugs^'^ and other metal 

objects found in Spain and Portugal strongly suggests a major thrust of 

Phoenician interests by way of the Atlantic rivers. Lodes at the head of 

the Guadalquivir, especially those at Linares,^’8 were more economically 

reached by an overland route from the south-eastern coast of Spain, and 

it was in this region that in 1906 L. Siret first discovered evidence for the 

Phoenician mining of a silver lode at Herrerias, 20 km up the Rio 

Almanzora and near the modern lead mines of the Sierra Almagrera.^'® 

But the finds from the nearby settlement at Villaricos^^® do not predate 

the sixth century b.c., and although there is now much important 

evidence for Phoenician settlement about 700 b.c. in the Malaga region, 

it is only from the Huelva mines that precise evidence of Phoenician 

mining at the earlier date has come. 

Of silver the Phoenicians in Spain appear to have had a plentiful 

supply for making silver jugs and other luxury objects, such as an 

omphalos bowl from Castulo (Jaen).^2i Furthermore, the early graves at 

Carthage, Motya, and Tharros have produced small silver ornaments in 

impressive numbers when compared with grave-goods in contemporary 

Greece or Palestine; and not only small items, for a silver patera and bowl 

are recorded from Carthage tombs.In Etruria some of the more 

impressive silver objects are Phoenician imports or have a Phoenician 

style about them - all of which leaves no doubt of Phoenician access to a 

Western source of silver. 

But there is a further and most important index of Spain’s wealth. 

Large numbers of stelae (Fig. 2 5),323 either carved or engraved with 

representations of metal objects, have been found in the south and south¬ 

western part of the peninsula, the carved ones concentrated in the 

Algarve province of southern Portugal (exactly the area which has 

yielded a crop of inscriptions in ‘Tartessian’ script), the engraved ones 

concentrated in Cacares and adjoining provinces, together with outliers 

in the Castelo Branco region of Portugal, and Algarve. There is also a 

scatter in the Guadalquivir valley. 

The importance of this second type lies in the objects depicted — carts 

and chariots, swords, helmets, spears, combs, mirrors, and, more 

significantly, fibulae and shields of types known in East Mediterranean 

c 273, map I. 318 c 547. 319 c 547. 320 q 260. 

321 c 268, 58-60, fig. 18. 322 c 142, 444. 323 q 244; C 276, map 525; C 34I, 168—7I. 
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5i6 32. PHOENICIA AND PHOENICIAN COLONIZATION 

Fig. 25. Engraved stelae from (a) Logrosan, (/>) Magacela, (r) Torrejon del Rubio. Heights i. j m, 

1.42 m, and 1.17 m. (After c 244, figs. 2, 24, 26.) 

lands in about 750 b.c. Of particular interest are the carvings of a type of 

shield - the V-nick shield - known from surviving examples from 

Cyprus.^24 A specifically Irish type of spearhead was found in the Huelva 

hoard and Irish cauldrons in northern Spain and Pontevedra.^^s (-ge 

fibulae, mirrors, and spoke-wheel vehicles on the stelae must derive from 

the East. 

Not only the objects themselves but also the distribution of the stelae 

bear testimony to the presence of an aristocracy with rich metal 

resources. There are tin mines in the Logrosan area of Cacares which 

show signs of having been worked in antiquity,326 and, since tin 

resources are rare in the Mediterranean, their wealth may in part have 

been derived from the working of this necessary ingredient of bronze. 

However, except perhaps for cist-type burials, more clearly to be 

associated with the Algarve than the Cacares group, the owners of these 

stelae cannot be identified with any material culture complex. Though 

helmets, fibulae, and swords of the sort depicted on the stelae have been 

found, the stelae themselves are not associated with grave-goods. In 

short, it is not known how these people relate to ‘Tartessus’. Rather than 

pre-Phoenician immigrants, they appear to be local people in trade with 

32^ c 74A, fig. 25, 3; V. Karageorghis, ‘Unc tombc de guerrier a Palaepaphos’, BCH 87 (1965) 

265—300. ^25 c 247; c 276, 294; c 292. 226 c 243, 206; c 273, 49, 393. 
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the east Mediterranean, perhaps with both Phoenicians and Ionian 

Greeks. Equally they had contacts with north-west Europe. Quite likely 

they were the ethnic basis of the Tartessians themselves. 

That foreign merchants or metalsmiths were active in southern Spain 

about 800 B.c. is demonstrated by a hoard of bronze swords and fibulae 

dredged from the estuary of Huelva.^2? it was the Irish spearhead 

mentioned above. Slightly earlier than this hoard is the spectacular 

treasure discovered at Villena (Alicante province),^28 consisting of gold 

and silver copies of Late Bronze Age bowls and flasks of the post-Argar 

cultures of the south-western peninsula. Some iron pieces in the treasure 

suggest that it was precious and still rare, preceding its use for weapons 

in Spain in the eighth century b.c. The total absence of Phoenician 

influence, together with the fact that the gold itself contains tin and is 

therefore of Galician origin, whilst the techniques are a mixture taken 

both from northern and south-eastern regions, is ample testimony to the 

sophistication of local metallurgy. Phoenician influence is also absent 

from a whole group of goldwork such as the treasure of Bodonal 

(Badajoz), which links Spain with Ireland through the trade routes of the 

‘Atlantic Bronze Age’.^^^ But the metal trade between Spain and the 

north, which may have included Cornish tin, was over before Phoeni¬ 

cians demonstrably became actively involved in manufacturing metal 

objects in Spain, though there remains the possibility that the legendary 

voyages of Phoenicians to the ‘tin islands’ (Oestrymnides)^^® in the 

Atlantic were prospections of the resources used by this established 

exchange system in about 750 b.c. 

Direct Phoenician contact with places in the north Atlantic rests 

primarily on the text of Festus Avienus’ Ora Maritima, a romantic 

geographic work in verse composed in the fourth century a.d. but 

acknowledgedly based upon a logbook of the Carthaginian Himilco, 

probably a near contemporary of Hanno^^’ in the sixth century b.c. 

Himilco had visited a promontory or islands called Oestrymnides, 

perhaps Brittany or Cornwall or islands adjacent, probably as part of a 

Carthaginian exploration of import routes already well known to the 

merchants of Tartessus, who may also have obtained tin from the river 

valleys of Galicia. Strabo (111.5.11) places ‘tin islands’ (Cassiterides) 

north west of the Galician coast, at a little distance, but it is likely that in 

the time of their exploration in the first century b.c. to which he refers, 

the true location of the areas from which the Tartessians obtained tin was 

no longer strictly known. Meanwhile Pytheas of Marseilles (in Diodorus 

v.22), exploring in the fourth century b.c., expressly mentions the 

mining of tin in Cornwall (Belerium), though in his day it was shipped 

across to Gaul and passed overland to Marseilles. 

5Z’C 274. 3“C34). J”C 247. 3»c3IO, 83. c 312,95-107. 
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The discovery of the Spanish peninsula as a source of metals probably 

came about through contact with local metal-using cultures and not 

through original prospecting on the part of the Phoenicians. Quite 

possibly a period of trading in metals preceded direct Phoenician 

involvement in mining, in turn leading to more extensive settlement. 

The Cacares stelae as well as the Huelva hoard imply a pre-Phoenician 

wealth in metals, but more importantly recent archaeology has shown 

that in the Huelva region and much of the Guadalquivir basin Phoeni¬ 

cian wheel-made pottery is stratigraphically preceded by a new upsurge 

in hand-made ceramics, producing a new style called ‘cerdmica a reticula 

brunida',^'^^ ‘pattern-burnished’ or ‘stroke-burnished’ ware, in which 

network patterns are made, sometimes well indented and differing in 

colour from the surface of the pot. Whatever its origin — and there is 

nothing to suggest that it is intrusive — it certainly implies a dramatic rise 

in the local standard of living before the proper estabhshment of the 

Phoenicians. 

This pattern-burnished pottery has two main areas of concentration, 

one centring on the Guadalquivir, the other on the lower Tagus, though 

stylistic differences exist between the two regions.^^^ its distribution 

indicates a population more orientated to the coast than the locally 

evolved Late Bronze Age population moving southwards from the 

Meseta. Its date is stratigraphically controlled to the period of the tenth- 

seventh centuries b.c. Both its shape and pattern-burnish technique were 

evolved in Spain, though not demonstrably in the areas of its later 

concentration. The burnishing technique possibly derives from pottery 

of the El Argar culture, though indeed burnishing has recently been 

shown to have been used in about 2000 b.c. on the little known Early 

Bronze Age pottery of Andalusia.^^ 

An association between pattern-burnished ware and the engraved 

stelae has not been demonstrated, though there are some suggestive 

juxtapositions. For instance, a stela engraved with a U-nick shield at 

Sanlucar de Mayor (Seville prov.) stands near the pattern-burnished 

ware site of Torres Alcoaz.^^^ The stelae are most common in Extrema¬ 

dura, between the Tagus and the Guadiana, less numerous south of the 

Guadiana and uncommon in the Guadalquivir basin. 

Besides metals there were undoubtedly many perishable resources 

which drew the Phoenicians to the Spanish peninsula: among these 

timber deserves special consideration.336 Not only was timber abundant, 

but it was accessible for river and sea floatage. Certainly in Roman times 

the Turdetanian ports were well known for their large ships and naval 

timbers.337 Esparto grass, the kinds of which grew on the Ahcante coast, 

332 c 274, 15—17, pis. 22—7; C 282, 99; C 281, 599-607; C 557, 8-9; C 341, 168-77; C 349, 104—6. 

333 C 337, 8-9. 334 c 536,86. 335 q jjS. 336 q 337 q 
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was not an inconsiderable resource for an economy involving much 

package, wrapping, and ships’ dunnage (Livy xxvi.47.9; Pliny xix. 

7—8.26-50). 

Tartessus and Tartessian culture The problem as to whether the southern 

Iberian kingdom of Tartessus was the Biblical Tarshish is much 

debated.The equation of the name with Tarsus is often suggested.®®® 

Phoenicians were certainly established in this area in some way, as the 

Phoenician translation on the Hittite hieroglyphic inscription of Azati- 

watas at Karatepe bears witness.®^ But the only extra-Bibhcal hterary 

reference is in a text of Esarhaddon, who boasts that ‘the kings of the 

middle of the sea, the land of Yaman and the land of Tarsisi’ had 

submitted at his feet.®^* This would certainly have little point if only 

Tarsus were intended, since the Syro-Cilician region had long been 

subject to the Assyrians; the ‘kings of the middle of the sea’, Yaman — 

and Tarsisi — had not. 

In the Bible Tarshish and Tyre have an especially close link. Isaiah 

(23:1) describes the ships of Tarshish learning of the fall of Tyre as they 

put into Kittim (Citium) on their return journey.®^*^ This situation 

suggests rather ships returning from the west Mediterranean than from 

Tarsus. However, the name Tarshish, if, as is suggested, it is derived 

from a function (from rashashu, Akkadian ‘to be smelted’, meaning 

therefore smelting plant),®"*® may well have moved about the map as 

Phoenician trade explored ever further westwards; at one stage nearby 

ports like Tarsus may well have been designated, but by the time of 

Isaiah and Ezekiel something further west is imphed. Equally ‘ships of 

Tarshish’, meaning simply ‘refinery ships’, plied many waters, but the 

text of II Chron. 20:36 in which ships leave 'Aqaba for Tarshish (in the 

direction therefore of the Arabian Gulf and India) is corrupt and should 

be corrected by the parallel text in I Kings 22:48. 

The reading of trliiot Tarshish on the Nora stone from Sardinia, the 

earliest Phoenician inscription in the West Mediterranean, is not at all 

certain®^ though widely accepted, mostly as referring to some general 

region of the West. Basically the problem of Tarshish is not one of 

locahty, but rather of understanding of the geographical notions of the 

Semites. In the Bible tin and silver feature largely in cargoes from 

Tarshish, making clear that metal was an important item in its trade. The 

philological equation of Tarshish and Tartessus is difficult to make, 

especially if at the root of the Greek word lies the Iberian ‘Turta’ from 

3^ c 550. See CAH 1112.3, 20-1. 339 ^ 3, 355-6, 339-40; c 21, 286. 

c 36, 137-9. 341 A 86 §57, lof. 342 ^ jjq 343 q 21-2. 

3^ A 15, no. 46. 
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which the later Greek geographers took the term ‘Turdetania’ to refer to 

south-eastern Spain.^^ 

Festus Avienus is again our main source for the early history of the 

kingdom of Tartessus^ {Ora 85; 267-70; Desc. 610-17). Unfortunately, 

like many other Roman authors, he confused Tartessus with Cadiz, 

though his source, Himilco the Carthaginian explorer, certainly cannot 

be held responsible for this equation. The earliest reference to it by a 

historian other than Avienus’ source is that of Ephorus (405—340 b.c., in 

Scymnus 162—8), who places Tartessus two days’ sail beyond the Pillars 

of Hercules and calls it a city and an emporium exporting river-borne 

tin from ‘Celtic parts’. The poet Stesichorus (frag. 4 in Strabo 111.2.11) 

refers to the silver-rooted springs of the river Tartessus, and Pausanias 

too (vi.19.3), probably using Ephorus, speaks of a Tartessus river 

debouching into the sea, having two mouths with the city of Tartessus in 

between them. Avienus’ source also knew of an island of Tartessus as 

well as a bay, a river, and mountain of that name, and although he 

thought it was Cadiz, and Pausanias identified the Tartessus river with 

the Betis (Guadalquivir), the largest and best known Spanish river in his 

time, all in all the conditions described fit the site of Huelva better than 

any other region, and modern scholarship has relied heavily upon 

Ephorus’ statement about its distance past Cadiz in arguing for this 

identification.^^ Huelva is situated between the Odiel and Rio Tinto, 

and although not an island, its promontory-like situation might well 

have been confused for one. Also the island of Saltes in the bay itself, or 

at least a former island of which the present is a remnant, might also have 

added to the concept that the Tartessus river had an island in its mouth. 

No comparable site can be located at the mouth of the Guadalquivir or in 

the Coto de Donana where the site of Tartessus has long been sought.^8 

Working the term ‘Tartessus’ into the present archaeological context 

in the Spanish peninsula is problematical. Is the term to be equated with 

the local Late Bronze Age, in which some scholars would see some 

Oriental inspiration anyway, either in the stelae or pattern-burnished 

ware or both, though essentially they are autochthonous develop¬ 

ments?^’ Or should Tartessus be equated with the mixed material 

culture engendered from that local base by Phoenician and probably 

some Ionian influence, and developing eventually a style and dynamic of 

its own at a time when it first became known to our written sources of 

information? It seems preferable to adopt the latter sense, especially since 

present evidence shows that the combination of elements typical of the 

latter period belonged to a very expansive culture established and 

C 3, 190. 0271,51. C 271, 95; C 304, 252-3. 

^ C 27J, 226-52; C 304, 296. C 283, 181-4. 
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growing in the Guadalquivir valley and Jaen, whereas in Huelva and the 

Ourique and Tagus regions the Late Bronze Age complex had little 

posterior development. Furthermore, though standard West Phoenician 

pottery was both imported and made in the trading colonies Phoenicians 

established, it soon developed a far-west Mediterranean style, for which 

the most suitable term is ‘Tartessian’. 

The local hand-made wares can be sharply distinguished from West 

Phoenician wheel-made wares and their Tartessian derivatives. A whole 

group of the former is in the tradition of red-slip ware of the Phoenician 

homeland, which developed a distinct facies in Spain {cerdmica a harnis^ 

rojoy^ and which was maintained until about 400 b.c. But especially 

characteristic of Tartessian style is the use of reserved bands in the slip, 

often edged with painted black lines and closely set, a style known in 

Phoenicia and Carthage^^i but rare there. Other Phoenician-derived 

pottery in Spain is decorated with ‘polychrome’ horizontal painted 

bands in red, black, and various purplish browns.^^2 This ‘Tartessian’ 

Phoenician pottery group has close connexions with that of Rach- 

goun,353 Mogador,254 and nearer sites in Morocco, which may be 

expected to have had close trade links with Tartessus. 

Two further pottery types characterize the Tartessian repertoire - 

both of unknown inspiration. One is of a light brown fabric with a fussy 

‘geometric’ decoration in brown or dark red paint, finely executed with 

patterns closely set, often in metopes.^^s has been found in the Huelva 

region and in the Late Bronze Age tholos at Nora Vehla in Ourique, but 

the finest specimens come from El Carambolo^^* and Alcores in the 

Guadalquivir valley with some from Mesas de Asta (Jerez). The second 

ware is a grey or black burnished ware (sometimes brown), hard-fired, 

mostly wheel-made, and largely contemporary with the earliest Phoeni¬ 

cian imports.252 The excavations at Medellin (Badajoz)558 have shown it 

to have a heavy concentration there and in Extremadura. Overall the 

repertoire is distinctive and dull, consisting almost entirely of shallow 

dishes and plates without decoration; and although this ‘grey ware’, like 

cerdmica a barni^ rojo, spread northwards into the Iberian and Greek 

regions of the north-east peninsula, it has no demonstrable relationship 

with the ‘Phocaean grey ware’ of southern colonial France and lacks 

both its enclosed forms and wavy-line and ribbed decorations.559 

Quite different and truly Oriental is a polychrome painted ware with 

350 c 242, 207-8; c 275, 286-97, figs. I4-i8;c 282. loi; c 281. 553-9; c 527. 122 pis. 49-53. 

55' c 4 I, figs. 105, 106; c 48, pi. 7, 3; c 95, fig. 48, 6. 

552 C 261, pi. 3; C 264, 174-9; C 278, figs. Ill, 193; C 282, 385, figs. 543-4; C 326, 72-3, pis. 1-6. 

555 C 173, 64—5, figs. 20, 22. 554 q (Jg 

555 c 273, 298-305, figs. 28-32, 53. 356 c 283; C 541, 60. 557 c 266; C 282, 96. 

558 C 245, 95-102. 559 c (- I55-7. 
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figurative designs in panels: lotuses, palmettes, and griffins on Andalu¬ 

sian pieces, all straight from Phoenician art. At Medellin, from which 

most of the pieces come, the style is more local and primitive, though the 

layout and colours, sometimes faintly reminiscent of Cypriot Bichrome 

IV—V pottery, are equally of Oriental inspiration, perhaps taken from 

embroidered fabrics. Its distribution is as yet restricted but gives a new 

insight into Orientalism in Spain.^ 

To Tartessian culture we can also ascribe certain groups of tumulus 

burials in which both inhumation and cremation were practised and 

which are all associated with one or more of the pottery types described 

above. Whilst these tumuli all have clear trade and cultural connexions 

with the Phoenician settlements on the coast and belong to a culture 

heavily influenced by this contact, the mixed burial rite is perhaps as 

much due to influences coming from Hallstatt Europe as from Phoeni¬ 

cia; and the dead may be Indo-Europeans, not Semites. Although in fact 

the introduction of iron-working itself may have been due to Phoenician 

stimuli, the tools and weapons found with the burials are either 

European or local types. These include socketed spear-heads and pikes 

of bronze, prong-and-hook belt-clasps,^*’ hooked knives, and fibulae of 

double-spring and annular types.^2 While certainly the double-spring 

fibulae follow Oriental or Aegean prototypes - one has been found at 

Ischia -3*3 their precise type is local to Spain and southern France, and 

like the belt-clasps which have no foreign equivalent, must be taken for 

Tartessian developments. 

Tbe Huelva region On the one site where we have direct evidence for 

Phoenician involvement in silver mining, the bulk of the work appears 

to have been in native hands. Most of the pottery found in the Cerro 

Salomon village3*‘’ in the western Sierra Morena is rough hand-made 

ware of the Late Bronze Age of central Spain, but lamps, tripod bowls, 

and other vessels of distinctive Phoenician type as well as West 

Phoenician storage jars suggest that the management was in Phoenician 

hands. The evidence for smelting3*3 comes from the tuyeres used for the 

nozzles of the bellows and from the stone hammers used in working the 

mine trenches. 

Other evidence for silver mining comes from the lower levels of the 

well stratified site of Cabezo de San Pedro, which dominates the 

confluence of the rivers Tinto and Odiel within modern Huelva.3** The 

sequence established by the most recent excavations is: Phase I, eighth/ 

360 c 245; C 250, 42-69; C 355. 

361 c 278, 151—2, figs. 9-13, 269, fig. 69, 278-9, figs. 91—loi; c 304, fig. 411. Much remains 

unpublished. 362 c 278, fig. 96; c 304, fig. 41 1. 363 c 322, 297. 

36^ C 269, nos. 10, 46, 47, 114, 366, pis. 17, 21. 365 q 269, I4. 366 q 274; C 276. 
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ninth-seventh centuries with pattern-burnished wares predominant; 

Phase II, 700—625 B.c. with red-sUp wares appearing: Phase III, 650-5 50 

B.c. with Tartessian reserve slip and polychrome band prominent.^’ 

From this site, but unfortunately unstratified, comes a fragment of an 

Attic Late Geometric I amphora dating from the first half of the eighth 

century and at present the earhest known Greek object in Spain.3*8 

Crucibles and slags show that here a local populace using pattern- 

burnished wares and established in about 900 b.c. was working silver 

from nearby mines for well over a century before the arrival of the 

Phoenicians, whose characteristic pottery appears in later levels dating 

to the seventh and sixth centuries b.c. Similar evidence has been 

provided by a sounding made at Cerro de Esperanza,^®® again within 

Huelva, though here most of the scoriae come from levels containing a 

considerable amount of West Phoenician pottery, but pattern-burnished 

and other local wares are present in the lowest levels. A Phoenician 

graffito on a jar is in letters of the seventh century.^™ But again there is no 

doubt that the settlement was pre-Phoenician, and much the same 

pattern emerges from excavations at Aljaraque and La Rabida south west 

of the city,^'^* and on the Rio Tinto.^’^ At El Palmaron, 2 km north east of 

Niebla, was found a rich tomb containing a silver brazier and a bronze 

piriform jug together with iron weapons. 

The El Palmaron tomb was the foretaste of the chief evidence for the 

Oriental impact in Huelva: the twenty tombs explored in the La Joya^'^'* 

park area of the city itself. They possibly belonged to the settlement on 

Cabezo de San Pedro. At La Joya rectangular tombs contained both 

inhumation and cremation burials (sometimes together), accompanied 

by jewellery and other exotic luxury items of Phoenician origin or 

inspiration. These included an incense stand, engraved ivory, a gold 

mounted amber pendant,^’^ a comb, and a flat metal brazier decorated 

with lotuses and Egyptianizing Hathor heads.Tomb 17 contained 

fittings for a chariot or cart, including two bronze hon heads which were 

probably originally attached to the chariot body.^’^’^ In contrast to this 

finery, a large amount of pottery from the La Joya tombs (apart from a 

few West Phoenician amphorae) is hand-made and poor, including much 

late pattern-burnished ware. A few items which can be dated, such as the 

Rhodian bronze jug from Tomb 5 suggest a date of about 5 00 b.c. for 

some of the tombs, but individual burials, including one with a scarab of 

Psammetichus II, may be almost a century earlier. The foetal position of 

some of the skeletons as well as the local pottery suggest that the dead 

C 27s, 156-77. K8 C 295, 5 5-6. C 276, 330-1. 370 c 297. 

3’* C 27. 372 c 292. 373 c 374 ^ 305; C 306; C 3O7. 375 g 242, 254. 

”3 C 306, 28-30, pis. 16-17. C 273, pi. 149. 578 c 506, 23-8, pis. 13-15. 
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belonged to the indigenous population, or people of mixed blood, rather 

than of pure Phoenician stock. 

The Malaga coast It is from the coast of the Malaga region that the 

archaeological evidence for the earliest Phoenician settlement has 

come. The main sites are the settlements of Toscanos and Alarcon^^^ 

on the west bank of the Rio de Velez together with the graveyards of 

Cerro del Mar at nearby Casa de la Vina on the east bank (early)380 and 

Jardin^®’ on the west (later); settlements at Morro de Mezquitilla®®^ 

and Chorreras on the eastern side of the Rio Algarrobo estuary,®®® 

together with the necropolis of Trayamar on its west.®®'* Since anti¬ 

quity these two rivers have cut down their beds and no longer have 

the spreading estuaries on whose bluffs the Phoenicians settled. Morro 

de Mezquitilla BI/II, the short-lived site of Chorreras and Toscanos 1/ 

II were probably founded before 700 b.c., and quite possibly nearer to 

800 B.c. At least this is a stratigraphic possibility, the hard evidence of 

imported datable Greek pottery not extending earlier than 720 b.c.®®® 

To this clutch of sites must be linked a somewhat later (seventh- 

century) one on the western side of Malaga at the mouth of the Rio 

Guadalhorce,®®® and eastwards some tombs on the shore at Almunecar 

in the province of Granada.®*'^ Also eastwards, at Frigiliana, inland 

from Nerja, a yard of incineration graves has been explored at Cortijo 

de las Sombras,®®® belonging to an unknown settlement. Its pottery is 

of the greatest importance for its external links with Carmona, Rach- 

goun, and Mogador and fibulae and belt-clasps found with the burials 

date it quite firmly to the seventh century. 

All these sites are characterized by Phoenician red-slip band-painted 

and plain wares, mostly dishes and plates in large numbers but with a 

few lamps and ‘oil-bottles’®®’ of forms current before 600 b.c. Though 

red-shp jugs and mushroom-mouth flasks are rare, excellent specimens 

of East Phoenician type were found in one of the four carefully built 

chamber tombs at Trayamar.®’® From Cerro del Mar at Casa de la 

Vina, between the mouths of the Velez and Algarrobo rivers, two 

very archaic vessels®’® of Phoenician red-slip ware are known. Archaic 

red-slip is also a feature of the well-like tombs in the Cerro de San 

Cristobal area of Almunecar (Granada), whose discovery in 1955 

marked a renaissance of study on Phoenician Spain.®’2 Though neither 

well constructed nor wealthy, two Proto-Corinthian cups from Tomb 7 

establish a date for them in the first quarter of the seventh century b.c. 

In this and neighbouring tombs the ashes of the dead were buried in 

5” C 326; C 327. ^ C 344. SS\ c 342. ^ C 343. 

^ C 263; C 265; C 323. 384 c 527. c 295, 57; C 325, 91, pi. 24. 

3“ C 255; C 256. 387 c 275, pis. 76-8); C 289; C 329. 3880237. 3880327. 
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alabaster vessels bearing Egyptian hieroglyphic inscriptions of phar¬ 

aohs of the Twenty-second Dynasty, the latest being Takeloth II, who 

reigned in the mid-ninth century Certainly the burials are not as 

early as these pharaohs and in fact no really satisfactory explanation 

has been given of the occurrence of these and other inscribed alabaster 

jars in Spain. Similar uninscribed alabaster jars have been found in 

Carthage tombs, at Motya,^’"* and one at Tyre.^^^ A further alabaster 

jar from Almunecar, not from one of the excavated tombs, bears the 

name of the Hyksos ruler Apophis,^’^ which supports the suggestion 

that these jars are ancient fake antiques. 

The purpose of these closely sited settlements is far from clear.^®'^ A 

large building in drafted ashlar masonry at Toscanos appears to have 

been a storehouse and contained a large proportion of imported ware, 

as distinct from ware made in local clays from elsewhere on the site. 

Certainly they may be regarded as distribution and export centres of 

some kind; the names ‘emporia’ and ‘Faktorei’ are applied to them by 

the excavators. Direct evidence of metal smelting is lacking and their 

main involvement might thus have been in agricultural produce. It is 

an old suggestion that either Cerro del Mar or Almunecar was the 

Greek Maenace, and the evidence for the participation of Greek 

traders in this Phoenician venture - plus the subsequent vagueness of 

Greek geographers as to where Maenace was - may contribute to this 

suggestion. 

At Guadalhorce are the remains of a large rectangular building like 

that at Toscanos and an abundance of polychrome and red ware, but 

from the surface from level IV, which dates well after the construction 

of the major building, come sherds of Attic or East Greek cups which 

can be plausibly dated to 580—540 b.c. The site has also yielded part of 

an unstratified SOS amphora, which would place Greek contact back 

in the seventh century, and fragments of Etruscan bucchero, the earliest 

in Spain. A Phoenician inscription on a dish and an Egyptian scarab of 

the Saite period also confirm that Guadalhorce was occupied in the 

seventh century b.c.^’’ 

The necropolis at Jardin‘^° belongs to the sixth-to-fourth centuries 

B.C., according to carbon-14 dates. Extended burials in cist graves, a 

scarab of Pedubast and pottery'*®’ that more resembles that of Tharros 

and Utica make these tomb groups important, representing a poorly 

known period of Phoenician activity on the coast. Quite clearly the 

heyday of the Phoenician Malaga settlements was over by 600 b.c. and 

only two foundations in the area lived long enough to issue Punic 

c 296; c 302, 24-30; c 331. See CAM 558. ^ c 187 ix, pi. 51, 3; c 289, 29. 

C48, 83-4, pi. 13. ^ c 302, 39-40. c 136, 59-60. ^ c 304, 523. 
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coinages, when the remnants of Phoenician populations were revived 

by later Carthaginian settlers and by the Carthaginian conquest of 

Spain under the Barcids in 230 b.c. One of these towns was Sexi, at 

Almunecar, the other Adra.'*®^ 

Quite possibly Villaricos at the mouth of the Almanzora river 

(Almeria) was the easternmost and latest of an important group of 

sites on the southern coast of Spain centred on Malaga. Close by at 

Baria and Herrerias the settlers operated silver mines. The excavations 

there produced abundant material of the fifth century.Further east 

a group of graves at the site of Sierra del Molar at the mouth of the 

Segura river in the province of Alicante contained Iberian pottery and 

some Punic,but the earliest burial urns are difficult to date; a 

globular aryballos of faience is of a type current in the sixth century 

and two Attic bell craters are of late fifth-century style, but it would be 

reasonable to suppose the existence of a Phoenician factory some¬ 

where in this area as a source of supply for the late seventh-century 

West Phoenician ware reaching Los Soladares further up the 

Segura.In any case the material from Sierra del Molar appears 

earlier than the date of the Barcid foundations on this part of the 

coast, including Carthagena in 230 b.c. Certainly earlier than this is the 

evidence from the other direction. From Gorham’s Cave high in the 

Rock of Gibraltar come sherds and scarabs left by local residents or 

chance visitors over a long period.'*®^ Some of the scarabs appear to be 

seventh-century types. 

Tbe Guadalquivir basin By contrast with the slender agricultural basis 

of the sites around Huelva, whose economy appears to have been 

dependent to a large extent on hunting and gathering, the wide valley 

drained by the Guadalquivir offered opportunities for olive and cereal 

cultivation.'*®® At the same time the river gave access to important 

mineral deposits in the upper valley of the Guadalimar, at Linares, La 

Carolina, Viches, and Centenillo in the province of Jaen. 

Although nothing is known of it archaeologically, Seville itself had 

a Tartessian past. Sherds from the Cuesta del Rosario site within the 

old city certainly show this; but at Carambolo by the Guadalquivir 

just outside Seville, excavation subsequent to the finding of a treasure 

of gold jewellery in 1958 has uncovered a poblado, whose lowest levels 

have provided some of the best red-slip Phoenician pottery in Spain, 

together with much pattern-burnished and polychrome linear 

wares.‘*0® Carambolo proves that Phoenicians were plying the Guadal- 

^ C 294- ^ C 260; C 547. ^ c 311, 7—20. ^5 c 259. 

C 302, 66-73. ^ c 302, 69. *08 c $33. ^ C 281, 330-1. 
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quivir by 700 b.c., and even before if we accept the eighth-century 

date for a Phoenician inscription on a bron2e figure of Astarte said to 

come from Carambolo or elsewhere around Seville.‘’*0 

Sixty-five tumulus burials in the region of the Roman town of 

Carmona near Seville have, since their excavation in the late nine¬ 

teenth century, been a much-debated source for our knowledge of 

Phoenician Spain."*" They are situated on an escarpment overlooking 

the Guadalquivir river flats. Both inhumations and cremations, single 

or multiple, were buried under these tumuli, placed either in simple 

rock-cut trenches or rough stone cists. The cremated bones were often 

deposited in urns, but it seems likely that some of the mounds had 

been heaped over the cremation pyres. The pottery recovered repre¬ 

sents the full Tartessian range, including grey ware. A silver fibula 

from Acebuchal tumulus has analogies in early graves at Carth- 

age'"^ and is typologically earlier than a double-spring fibula from Los 

Alcores. The general dating of the tumuli therefore must lie in the 

seventh and early sixth centuries. There are pre-Roman strata in 

Carmona itself*" which have produced pottery from level IV of the 

four main types represented in the tumuli - red-slipped, pattern- 

burnished, polychrome-banded and grey wares. 

Bone combs and ivory articles with incised decorations from these 

tumuli (Pis. Vol., pi. 145)'*’® as well as from others at Osuna and 

Setefilla"**^ can be paralleled by pieces in the seventh-century well 

deposit on the Greek island of Samos,'**'^ and indeed there is a similar 

comb from a contemporary tomb at Carthage.^'^ These, together with 

a few other ivories from Carthage and Tharros, are enough to estab¬ 

lish the existence of ivory workshops in the West, for similar pieces 

are unknown in the Levant. But parts of two very large carved open¬ 

work ivory cosmetic trays from Carmona tumuli,"**** though typologi¬ 

cally derived from Phoenician ivories, have no parallel in style and 

open the possibility (since ivory is rare at Carthage and combs 

common in Spain)"*20 that the ‘West Phoenician’ ivory-carving tra¬ 

dition was in fact Tartessian. It is quite clear that the Carmona ivories 

represent an individual Western tradition. Ivory hand-shaped amulets 

found with the rest at Carmona are purely West Phoenician,"*^* and the 

decorative dark blue staining on some of the items is unknown in the 

East. 

A further set of tumuli comparable to those at Carmona has been 

excavated at Setefilla (Seville province)."*^ They were erected over 

either simple earth graves or built rectangular tombs containing both 

C 334. C 278. ^*2 c 278. c 546. C 282, 96-103. C 279. 

C 261; C 262. 417 c 300. C 4 II, 281, figs. 32—7, pi. 74, 5, 5. 419 Q J09. 

^20 C 299. 421 c 279. 422 c 262; C 264. 
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inhumations and cremation urns. One of the built tombs (Tomb H) 

was truly monumental, a chamber over 3 m high in a mound 29 m in 

diameter, and had been constructed on top of a graveyard of earlier, 

mostly cremation, graves belonging to local Tartessians in the eighth 

and seventh centuries. The same kind of burial continued to be placed 

in the tumulus itself, the whole monument thus providing an import¬ 

ant insight into local custom in a period contemporary with Phoeni¬ 

cian settlement.“*23 There is indeed, in the later burials, a good deal of 

Tartessian pottery with tall biconical pot-stands in reserve-band ware 

imitating those found in black-burnished ware at Carambolo, but a 

round-based ‘Palestinian’ dipper juglet and some ‘thistle-head’ vases 

are in authentic West Phoenician tradition.The culture represented 

in tumuli A and B has also been found at the nearby site of Mesa de 

Setefilla.^25 addition there is pottery with painted floral and figured 

design (of Medellin—Andalusian type) and thistle-head vases of West 

Phoenician derivation as at Carmona. The Carmona phenomenon was 

certainly not an isolated one: two rock-cut tombs at Osuna (south-east 

Seville province) on the route from Seville to Malaga provided a 

further ivory comb of Carmona type and an alabaster flask.‘*26 

It is perfectly clear from these finds that there was intensive Phoeni¬ 

cian trade and influence. How precisely it operated and what the 

proportion of local to intrusive Phoenician settlement was are un¬ 

known to us. But much suggests a unified and expansive Tartessian 

culture. Possibly because the Guadalquivir basin was a semi-detached 

economic unit it became necessary to defend its major trade routes. 

Rectangular forts with corner towers at Herrera near Ecija (Seville 

province),'*^? ^t Al-Honoz in the valley of the Genii, were built to 

protect an important route via this river to the upland of Penafler. 

There are, of course, other important aspects of Phoenician pres¬ 

ence besides mining. At most of the early sites sherds of a certain type 

of oblique-shouldered baggy amphora, suitable for storage and trans¬ 

port, appear, sometimes slightly before the arrival of other Phoenician 

artefacts. At Cerro Macareno, for instance, a Bastetani site with little 

evidence of direct Phoenician presence, they occur in quantity. 

Wheel-made storage jars of this size cannot have been evolved locally 

but are clearly foreign. We do not know what they contained (they 

seem more suitable for dried and salted goods than for liquids), but 

Aristotle (De mir. ausc. 135) records that oil was introduced to Iberia 

by the Phoenicians. The number of Attic SOS amphorae from Phoeni¬ 

cian sites in Spain — though again not necessarily for transporting oil — 

C 276, 349-54. 42< c 264. C 336, 168. C 261, I 13, 119-24, pi. I. 
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remind us of the important export market the Phoenicians and Greeks 

had found in the burgeoning centres of the Spanish Late Bronze Age. 

Cddi^ The long thin island of Cadiz (Phoenician ‘Gadir’, The Re¬ 

doubt), lying opposite the mainland and Guadalete estuary, had two 

temples at its extremities.The famous temple of Melqart was at the 

eastern end, where the island was nearest to the mainland. Here fresh 

water was available in springs later incorporated in the temple itself; 

and it seems likely that the Phoenician colonists would have initially 

erected the kind of inscription found at Nora or set up a dedication to 

Melqart of Tyre. Of the temple itself nothing is known. Represen¬ 

tations of it which appear on the Hadrianic coins of Cadiz show a 

standard classical temple facade, which reveals nothing of the Phoeni¬ 

cian building. Late accounts of it show that it duplicated some of the 

iconography of the temple of Melqart at Tyre.'*^'^ At the western end 

of the isle was the temple of Cronus (the Latin equivalent of Punic 

Moloch) and, according to Pomponius Mela (111.6.46), the city itself, 

now under the modern town.‘*3i 

Of old Phoenician Cadiz nothing is known from archaeology. Two 

items, a Ptah-like bronze statue with a gold-plated face from under the 

Cadiz Post Office^^2 and an inscribed agate seal of Na'am’el from the 

Puerta di Tierra cemetery^^s be early, but cannot be precisely 

dated. A Proto-Attic jug, an old and chance find in Cadiz and now in 

Copenhagen, seems to have a good enough history for acceptance as 

the oldest datable find in Cadiz.Another interesting item, though 

not early in itself, is an inscribed gold finger ring in Madrid'’^^ which is 

dedicated to archaic cults: ‘Molech and Ashtart of Agadir’. 

Graveyards have been explored along a ridge in an oblique line 

south of the present city from Punta de la Vaca in the north through 

Puerta di Tierra to Los Corales beach and Asterillo in the south east of 

the island.Most of these are rock-cut chamber tombs, though one 

or two were built and paved. But the Punta de la Vaca tombs are 

unusual columbaria, multiple adjoining slab-built sarcophagi, unknown 

elsewhere except at Lixus. There are other unusual elements in the 

Cadiz graveyards: cremation is virtually absent, almost all tombs 

contained single burials, pottery is scarce, but jewellery is plentiful. 

Without much pottery dating is difficult, but none of these graveyards 

came into use before the fifth century b.c. 

Textual evidence is quite conclusive on the Gadiran role."*^^ The 

Cadizans were intrepid sailors and explorers according to Strabo 

<29 c 276, 4j I-61; C 504, figs. 216-58. <* <; joj_ 431 041,262-7:0276,452. 
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(ill. I—8), and it was with their help that Eudoxus of Cyzicus set out to 

circumnavigate Africa in the days of Ptolemy II of Egypt (146-117 

B.C.). Even in their small ‘horses’ (oval boats with horse-head prows), 

according to Posidonius (in Strabo 11.3.4), they fished the coasts of 

Mauretania as far as the Lixus river; and in Alexandria their ships were 

known. 

Tartessian gold Some important treasures, all chance finds, illustrate 

Tartessian goldwork: all have a mixture of Phoenician and local 

Spanish elements.The goldwork from Aliseda (Caceres) was found 

together with a jug of thick dark green glass imitating the pear-shaped 

jugs in metal and bearing a meaningless inscription in Egyptian 

hieroglyphs.'*®^ The glass is lathe-turned and is similar in technique to 

glassware from Nimrud. In shape it closely resembles two alabaster 

jugs from tombs in Nubia which can be dated to the mid-seventh 

century.‘*‘*0 This date would also suit the iron sword and grey ware 

dish found with the treasure. Chief amongst the goldwork are a belt 

(Pis. Vol., pi. 142^) and a hinged diadem, this latter of a type frequently 

seen on Iberian sculptures of a later date, but, as with the belt, the 

techniques and motifs used are purely Phoenician and most clearly 

comparable to early Etruscan work. Another gold joint diadem is the 

main item found at Sanliicar de Barrameda at the mouth of the 

Guadalquivir.'*'*' Excavations at the site suggest a date no later than 

500 B.c. for its original context. The site from which the gold treasure 

of Carambolo (Seville province) came has been excavated with import¬ 

ant results.'*'*® From level IV, to which the treasure probably belonged, 

comes a whole series of flaring-mouth jars of the geometric-painted 

group, which are unlikely to descend beyond 600 b.c. The treasure 

itself consists of curiously shaped plaques which were strung together 

to make a collar or belt, certainly in local Iberian fashion, but a 

pendant with hanging seal-stones is of purely Phoenician type. Other 

goldwork from Spain, especially from Extremadura, shows a strong 

Orientalizing current, but spreading northwards with an ever-increas¬ 

ing qualification of southern influence. Important earrings from Mad- 

rigalejo'*'*® (Cacares), from Golega (Ribatejo), and Utrera (Seville pro¬ 

vince) show essentially peninsular adaptations of Asiatic types’ 

technological links between Galicia and the south. An important pair 

from Baiao in eastern Portugal'*'*'* are decorated with granulated Phoe¬ 

nician dish-palmettes. Even some of the Galician jewellery, though 

<58 c 270; C 290; C 324. 
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generally held to be no earlier than the fourth century b.c., shows the 
impact of southern styles on goldwork of an essentially Hallstatt 
tradition. Most important here are granulated earrings from Buiela 
(Lugo) and Monsato da Beira.'’^^ 

Phoenicians and Iberians Throughout southern and south-eastern Spain 
the formation of Tartessian material culture gave an impetus to the 
Iberians themselves, who built upon it their own distinctive style of 
pottery and bronzes. In western Andalusia it is difficult to draw the 
hne between the Tartessian and earliest Iberian, or ‘Turdetanian’ 
culture, to use the name given by classical authors to the Iberian 
Turdetani who inhabited this area.'*^ At Cabezo de San Pedro, Los 
Quemados, Cerro Macareno, Carambolo, and Setefilla the change 
occurs about 600 b.c., and in upper Andalusia at Galera. But in Jaen at 
Castulo and elsewhere the Iberian culture seems to grow straight out 
of a retarded Late Bronze Age with only minor Tartessian influence. 
In Valencia and Castellon,"*^^ on the contrary, the Iberian appears 
suddenly grafted upon local cultures by spreading from Andalusia 
itself. But even in the extra-Tartessian regions there appear secondary 
direct Phoenician impulses in the formative 600-550 b.c. period. 
Possibly the population of the south and south-east coastal regions 
from Cadiz to Almeria, where neither Iberian nor northern urnfield 
cultiXres appear to have been strongly established, remained partly of 
Phoenician extraction, as is implied by the names bastuloi poenoi (Pto¬ 
lemy II.4.9), the Latin Bastetani, and the 'L.ibiopoeni of Avienus {Ora. 
419—25) and Scymnus (195—98, based on Ephorus). 

The impact of Tartessian material on the formation of Iberian 
culture is clearly seen in southern and eastern Spain. The distinctive 
Iberian pottery style of the fifth-to-third centuries b.c. seems now to 
have grown initially out of Tartessian wares.The best stratified sites 
are Los Quemados (Cordoba) and Los Soladares, near Orihuela (Ali¬ 
cante province), 30 km up the Segura river, where there is an 
unbroken sequence from Late Bronze Age to a full Iberian horizon, 
with Tartessian imports in the pre-Iberian level lA—B and copies in 
the Early Iberian level 11.^^ Also important is the ‘tell’ of Vinarragel, 
near Castellon at the mouth of the Rio de la Vinda in Valencia 
province.'^^o Here the successive levels of Tartessian and Iberian wares 
are much richer, but it is especially the urn forms with double-cordon 
handle which make up the continuity. Incineration burials with similar 

^5 c 267. C 276, I 5 I—2. 

At Los Soladares, Crevillente, and Vinarragel: c 259; c 283, 187; c 319, 20-4; c 330. 
c 330. ^9 c 259. ^50 c jjo. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



532 5^- PHOENICIA AND PHOENICIAN COLONIZATION 

urns placed under small ‘dolmens’ have been found at Collado de la 

Cova del Cavall and El Puntalet near Valencia and are the only 

‘Tartessian’ burials in this region.'’^* 

Although after the middle of the sixth century few exotic objects of 

Oriental origin are to be found in the later tombs, a type of flat dish 

with swing-handles, the so called braserillo, found in seventh-century 

tombs in the south (La Joya, Carmona) was still produced, whether by 

Phoenicians or Iberians."phe rim decorations on some of the early 

examples, as well as the handle attachments in the shape of human 

hands, show clearly that these were originally Phoenician-made, the 

handle-bars inspired by Egyptian prototypes; but since nothing similar 

has been found in the Near East or the Mediterranean, they must be 

taken for original Tartessian products. Their late survival is assured 

by the late fifth/early fourth-century Attic vases found with them in 

graves at Gigarralejo (Alicante) and Mirador de Rolanda (Granada).‘*^3 
It was in sculpture more than in pottery painting that the Iberian 

native genius drew most from the Phoenicians. Greek influences were 

certainly present too, for Phoenician domination in south Spain did 

not close it to Greek influence, as is shown by the number of fine 

Greek imports, especially the fine black cup from Medellin (Bada- 

]ozy^ and good pieces from Castulo.''^^ The resultant sculptural style 

was an original creation. At its beginning in the sixth century b.c., the 

carved slabs from Pozo Moro near Chinchilla (Albacete province) 

show themes taken straight from Near Eastern art and rather weirdly 

transcribed.'*5*' Some archaic lions (particularly that from Nueva Car- 

teia, C6rdoba)‘'37 and the partly preserved figure of a griffin from 

Redovan'*58 illustrate the sixth-century interest in Oriental animals 

which the Iberians subsequently lost. But it is most clearly in architec¬ 

tural elements that the specific Phoenician theme of ‘tied-volutes’ 

survived in Iberian art, giving some late and oblique idea of what 

Tartessian architecture may have looked like (Fig. 26).The same 

scroll-like designs are also to be found on the late group of Iberian 

belt plaques'^^o dating from the fourth century. This late ‘baroque’ 

Orientalism is best seen in the sculptured reliefs and painted amphorae 

from the Iberian-built tombs at Tutugi (Toya) near Galera'^^i and 

recently discovered at Baza'*82 (both Granada province). Attic bell 

craters from the built Galera tomb show that this important if loca¬ 

lized artistic efflorescence took place in the fourth century b.c., though 

a statue in alabaster representing a goddess enthroned between 

c 298, 16-17, fig. lO. «2 c <53 c 254; C 5OI. ■'54 q 160-79. 
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Fig. i6. Stone capital from Cerro de las Vitgenes (Cordoba). (After c 312, figs. 1-4.) 

sphinxes is one of the most archaic Phoenician-looking objects from 

the West, an antique perhaps (Pis. Vol., pi. 14422). 

Another important Iberian development contemporary with Phoe¬ 

nician contact was writing.Graffiti on pottery from Carambolo, 

Cordoba and Setefilla in Andalusia, from Cabezo de San Pedro in 

Huelva and Medellin in Jaen show that the Tartessian (or ‘Bastulo- 

Turdetan’) script was already developing in the early seventh 

century.'*®^ Inscribed stelae from Abobada and sites mentioned above 

in the Ourique region of Portugal also affirm the use of script by the 

Tartessians, the first also making an important link between script and 

the representation of the defunct and his armour. Linked with these 

are stelae with long inscriptions, often written boustrophedon or in 

spirals, from Algarve and from Siruela and Almoroqui in Badajoz. 

The regional differences in the script are relatively minor. If we read 

into it the consonantal values of later Iberian script (concentrated in 

the east of the peninsula), its general debt to the Phoenician script is 

obvious; but it is not direct, for Tartessian is not purely alphabetic but 

has some syllabic non-Semitic signs. Although it cannot be read with 

certainty,**®® there are some indications that it belongs to an Indo- 

European language. Use of writing was probably as much a product 

of trade and urbanization as it was of contact with literate cultures. 

The Atlantic shore Two reasons may be suggested for Phoenician 

interest in Portugal. Algarve in the south was heavily wooded and the 

river mouths of the Atlantic coast, particularly that of the Rio Arade 

at Silves and the Rio Sado at Alcacer do Sal were noted for their 

c 275, pi. 75. ^ c 249; c 276, 158-40, 216-20. ^5c55i. ‘***0551. 
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access to excellent timber down to medieval times.The rivers 

Tagus, Mondego, and Douro were gateways to sources of tin and 

gold. The Galicians especially were noted goldsmiths in late prehis¬ 

toric times. 

The only direct evidence of Phoenician presence is a fragment of a 

third-century b.c. Punic inscription said to come from Monforte de 

Lemos, near Lugo"**® in the north. Late prehistoric tombs in the 

Algarve region have provided glass beads and gold earrings of Punic 

type,"**^ and beyond Cape St Vincent a cist grave at Gaio (Cape Sines 

region) contained an important group of jewellery including a collar 

of gold-embossed plaques in Orientalizing style, large gold earrings of 

Tartessian—Galician type, and beads of gold, amber, tin, and tur¬ 

quoise.‘*^0 A glass flask from the grave is of fifth- or fourth-century 

B.c. date. Though an isolated find, the Sines treasure is a valuable 

demonstration of the coastal movement of Phoenician trade: both its 

decorative motifs and use of gold granulation are intermediaries 

between the goldwork of Tartessos and the goldwork of the northern 

provinces of Portugal. 

Further north Phoenicians certainly frequented the Bay of Setubal 

and the Tagus estuary. At Alcacer do Sal on the Sado a few incine¬ 

ration burials in the Senhor dos Martires graveyard contained archaic 

Phoenician pottery and a scarab of Psammetichus A large but 

poorly explored necropolis at Cezimbra, a commanding coastal site 

east of Setubal, has also yielded West Phoenician pottery.'’^^ a built 

tholos tomb at Casal do Meio assigned to the seventh century b.c. 

contained an ivory comb, bronze tweezers, and a fibula, not Phoeni¬ 

cian but certainly exotic.'*^^ Other evidence of contact comes from two 

graveyards of small tumulus graves with incinerations in Baixo Alen- 

tejo, at Monte de A-Do-Mealha-Nova, and Herdade do Pego,^^"* which 

together with some glass and metal beads contained an Egyptian 

scarab of Pedubast. Scarabs of Pedubast are also known from Carth¬ 

age and Jardin (grave 30) and are thought to belong to Pedubast III 

(about 520 B.c.).'*'^^ Apart from a West Phoenician commercial 

amphora, the pottery from these graves is local and hand-made. A 

stone connected with one of the graves bore an inscription, one of the 

earliest known in Tartessian characters.Here as in Algarve the 

Phoenician contact appears to have been slight. 

To the north important evidence of Phoenician contact has come 

early this century from Crasto and Santa Olaya, two fortified sites 

deep in the estuary of the Mondego river.Here the cultural intru- 

0314,75. c 348. c 295. <700290. «1c 284;C 286. 
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sion of the refined Phoenician wheel-made pottery upon the local 

hand-made ceramics is quite clear; and there is much evidence from 

the well-built rectangular houses for extensive back-yard smelting of 

copper and iron. Much of the exotic pottery has a relationship to West 

Phoenician pottery in southern Spain,'*’® which would suggest a date 

as early as the sixth century b.c. for Phoenician contact with this 

region. A few late Punic pots from Guifoes and a hoard of Cadizan 

and Ibizan coins from Bares, though no earlier than the second 

century b.c., perhaps follow the route of earher commerce.'*’® 

Glass beads with fancy incrustations have been found in great 

numbers and variety in the castra of Galicia;'*®® they have often been 

given a Phoenician or Carthaginian origin, but until they are studied 

in detail their dating significance is doubtful. Certainly on present 

archaeological indications, elaboration of the bead-making industry 

comes no earlier than the fourth century b.c. at Carthage. 

It was, according to Avienus {Ora 113—15), the Tartessians who 

traded for tin with the Oestrymnides by way of the Atlantic. The 

Oestrymnides cannot be placed, but it is clear that one of the richest 

metalliferous regions to be reached by Atlantic voyages was Galicia, 

and clearly also Galician-Tartessian contacts in goldwork are more 

demonstrable overland by way of Jaen and Extremadura than they are 

by Andalusia and Granada, which indicates, but does not, of course, 

prove, that the cultural dispersion came from the south east and not 

the south west. 

7. The Balearic Islands and the north-west Mediterranean coast 

The extent and nature of Phoenician intercourse with peoples of the 

shores of the north-west Mediterranean and the Gulf of Lions are 

matters of controversy. Although two isolated stelae carved with V- 

nick shields have been found in Aragon and at Montpellier in the 

south of France,'*®* no Phoenician settlements are known north of 

Villaricos and the few Punic remains from the regions of Valencia and 

Alicante either date later than the Carthaginian occupation of Spain or 

are the result of trading stations established in the fourth century b.c. 

from either Carthage or Ibiza. North of this region, Phoenician pres¬ 

ence may chiefly be argued either from the impact of Punic vase shapes 

on those of local Iron Age Urnfield cultures'*®® or from the presence of 

Phoenician commercial amphorae. In addition there is a scatter of 

Egyptian scarabs of Naucratite type,'*®® and a handful of faience 

C 559, 554-44, 508-9, pis- 22-4, 55- c 517. 29-54. <*> c 288, 177-9, 219. 
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amulets and beads found at sites stretching from Mas de Mussols at the 

mouth of the Ebro to Montlaures in Narbonne. Some of these are of 

types current in the early sixth century b.c. and could just as well have 

been distributed by Greeks as by Phoenicians. A whole range of ovoid 

commercial amphorae of Phoenician shape and of a type found in the 

earliest graves at Ampurias'*®'* have been found in the lowest levels of 

many oppida in Languedoc and Provence.Their association with 

imported Greek and Etruscan ceramics at Mailhac, Bessan, and Mont 

Garou shows that they were reaching southern France from the first 

quarter of the sixth century, and continued well into the fifth. At 

Ampurias their occurrence in the lowest stratum is not necessarily 

earlier than 550 b.c.''®* Similar (but fewer) such amphorae have been 

found on the Spanish side, as far south as Saladares, where they are 

tied to an early-Iberian pottery type evolved from the more southerly 

proto-Iberian sites such as Castulo and Quemados. From this, the 

beginning of this ‘Phoenician’ trade in the Gulf of Lions has been 

pushed back to the last quarter of the seventh century and its floruit 

placed between 625 and 575 b.c.^®^ But most of the amphorae are 

certainly later than this and, although they clearly belong to Phoeni¬ 

cian ceramic tradition, their origin is obscure. Even if they are Phoeni¬ 

cian, there is no certainty that they indicate direct Phoenician trade, 

since they occur at most sites together with Greek and Etruscan 

amphorae, whose numbers are considerably greater.'*®® As study of 

wrecked cargoes of later ships has shown, Punic amphorae were 

sometimes distributed by Greek and Italian export houses. There is 

little else in southern France to support a Phoenician presence. A few 

sherds with linear bichrome decoration from Montlaures,''®5 Bessan, 

and Pech Maho are again perhaps Tartessian, as are the red-slipped 

and polychrome-band vases from Coll de Moro (Gandesa)'*’’^ and 

Mafalio. A small oil bottle from the graveyard of Mas de Mussols 

(Tortosa)''^' is certainly Phoenician, but probably travelled north from 

the Malaga coast settlements, where these bottles were well known. 

Otherwise all that the sites of the lower Ebro have to show for 

Phoenician contact is a few amphora parts and sherds of polychrome 

ware.'*’2 

The origin of certain ‘Punic’ shapes and fabrics amongst the pottery 

of the Catalonian urnfields, like that in the necropolis of Agullana, 

Gerona, is equally elusive. Certainly ollas, jars, and handleless ‘thistle’ 

C 3S2,4i. 
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vases are close to West Phoenician shapes/’^ but it is an open question 

whether they come from direct contact with Punic trade pottery or 

from migrant West Phoenician potters; or whether by way of the 

internal selective evolution of the Tartessian shapes taken over by 

proto-Iberian pottery in south-eastern Spain. Another item which has 

been associated with the Phoenicians in Catalonia and southern France 

is the bronze double-spring fibula/^ whose earliest datable contexts 

are in the Phoenician or Tartessian centres of southern Spain. Fibulae 

of this type certainly appear to be later in reaching Catalonia and 

France, but they cannot be shown to have been invented by Phoeni¬ 

cians or distributed by them. 

Ihi;(a According to Diodorus (v. 16.2—3), Ibiza was founded by the 

Carthaginians 160 years after the foundation of Carthage itself — that 

is, in 654 B.c. Except for one small group of urns of perhaps slightly 

earlier date, nothing from the large number of tombs on Ibiza predates 

500 There is no imported archaic Greek pottery, but later 

Greek wares become abundant in the fifth and through the fourth 

centuries. It is in this period that the Carthaginian hold on Ibiza was 

greatly extended and it is doubtful whether Ibiza played a significant 

colonial role before that time. Quite possibly the Carthaginians estab¬ 

lished a small colony of traders there in the seventh century, whose 

remains are entirely lost under the modern town of Ibiza. A sugges¬ 

tion that Ibiza had independent Phoenician connexions is based entire¬ 

ly on the evidence of scarabs (Pis. Vol., pi. It cannot be 

denied that the range of genuine Egyptian scarabs found there pre¬ 

dates that of Carthage and elsewhere and that the range of Egyptianiz- 

ing items from Ibizan tombs is somewhat different. For some reason, 

Ibiza had an advanced Egyptomania, but this in itself is not a valuable 

chronological criterion. Also suggestions that the name itself (Phoeni¬ 

cian lybsm, Greek E^ovaos) derives from the name of the Egyptian god 

Bes (who features on its later coinage) have little foundation.'*®'^ The 

Greek name was Pityoussa, ‘island of Pines’, and this is probably the 

doublet of the Phoenician name. 

What is most unusual is the evidence from the distribution of the 

many graveyards in the island for a rural Punic population.'*®* In 

addition to the large scatter of graveyards in the south-west coastal 

region, of which that of Cala d’Hort is the most important, there are 

others at Sa Barda in the west and Can Guasch in the very centre of the 

island. These are not perhaps so wealthy as the graveyards of Tala- 

C 366, 47-56, figs. 22-9. C 546. <95 c 374. <96 c 302, 174-5: C 358. 
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manca, Puig d’es Molms, and Puig d’en Vails on the outskirts of the 

city, but are nevertheless typically Punic. There were also two import¬ 

ant sanctuaries; Isla Plana, on a small peninsula east of the town of 

Ibiza, and the cave sanctuary at Es Cuyram in the north east of the 

island, which has yielded an ex voto inscription to Astarte and a large 

number of terracotta representations of her (or her devotees). 

The material culture of Ibiza is wholly Punic: absent are the red- 

slipped and polychrome wares of Tartessian tradition^oo and likewise 

the later developments of the proto-Iberian wares, which were cer¬ 

tainly in part contemporary with Ibiza’s growth. Equally rare are the 

grey wares of the Phocaean Greeks, though some links with the later 

pottery of Ampurias do exist.Ibiza was a colony in the true sense, a 

transplanted part of the Carthaginian metropolis, with the Punic cult 

apparatus of masks, bronze razors, kernoi, the cult of Tanit, and the 

intense Carthaginian interest in terracotta figurines.Jn this art the 

Ibizans excelled and seem to have combined a basically Phoenician art 

of mould-made terracotta figures with influences from south Italy and 

Sicily (Fig. 27).^“ What precise purpose these terracotta models 

served, especially the grandi busti in the funerary contexts in which 

most have been found, is obscure, but some of the figures of women 

illustrate from the rich ornamentation of their dresses what might have 

been an important textile industry. Diodorus (v. 16) especially noted 

the quality of wool. Scarcely anything can be said about the rural 

settlements themselves, since remains of the many well-built houses, 

also mentioned by Diodorus, have not been recorded. Amongst the 

graveyards, all of which consist of underground chamber tombs, that 

of Puig d’es Molins is the earliest, largest, and richest, but even so, 

contains nothing earlier than 500 b.c. 

Ibiza’s early role in the trade of the Mediterranean north west 

cannot be estimated. Certainly there was a little traffic which seems 

Ibizan with Phocaean Ampurias on the Catalonian coast^o^ and even 

with Enserune in the Rhone valley, bringing a few polychrome glass 

bottles and terracottas.A little Corinthian pottery and two Cypriot 

Iron Age juglets from Ampurias’ earliest graveyard at PurtitxoP®® 

precede the strengthening of the Phocaean hold on Ampuritan trade^®^ 

but cannot with certainty be attributed to Ibizan traders; nor can a 

Cypriot commercial amphora found in Menorca,^®® nor the Naucratite 

scarabs from Can Canyis and Mas de Mussols, nor the Naucratite 

aryballoi from Ampurias and Ibiza itself.®®® Late in the fifth—fourth 

‘•5’ C 357; C 358. “0 c 36. “<0364. 502 c 36, 234; C 304, 294-351. 
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Fig. 27. Terracotta figurine from Ibiza. Height 15 cm. (Ibiza Museum 6.525; after c 360,42, fig. 2.) 

centuries grey monochrome ware of a type apparently evolved from 

the grey-ware sub-stratum of Iron-Age I in Valencia reached both 

Ibiza and Majorca.^'O Conversely, a few Ibizan Punic items reached the 

sites of La Serreta (Alcoy), Alcudia de Elche and El Molar, Alicante.^” 

Brief mention must be made of Formentera (Greek Ophioussa, for 

it was infested with snakes), the small flat island on Ibiza’s south. It 

had valuable sea-salt deposits and probably for this reason it was 

visited by Bronze Age people and important to the Arabs. Punic and 

Massilian pottery has been found at a few minor Formentera sites. 

Majorca and Menorca Unlike Ibiza, Majorca, and Menorca were heavily 

settled by native peoples, who developed in the course of the second 

millennium their distinctive megalithic culture. Possibly Ibiza was too 

heavily wooded for the implantation of these agricultural communi¬ 

ties, for no trace of their ‘talyots’, ‘taulas’ and other megalithic struc¬ 

tures has been found on Ibiza, though a little Talyotic pottery has been 

found there.5*3 Certainly these neighbouring prehistoric cultures were 

5*0 C 252, 279-81. 511 c 367. C 570: C 371, 124-5. 513 c 363. 
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flourishing at the time of Phoenician colonization.A remarkable 

Egyptian bronze statuette of Imhotep, the god of healing, has been 

found in the Talyotic village of D’En Gaumes in southern Menorca. 

It dates to the sixth-fifth century b.c. and provides both valuable 

dating evidence and proof that Oriental traders were around. West 

Phoenician imports to Majorca and Menorca do not antedate 400 b.c., 

and mostly consist of glass bottles and beads.Whilst these islands 

had mineral resources of their own, ironwork might have come from 

Ibiza, which, like Majorca, used double-axes of iron^’'^ (found in Ibizan 

tombs). A little Phocaean grey ware reached both islands,^** as well as 

some late Iberian painted wares,^*’ but neither Greeks nor Iberians 

seem to have bothered about the Balearics. Italian Campanian pottery 

is found there in the third century onwards and a considerable amount 

of late Punic pottery from Trapuco^^o jjj Menorca dates to the third- 

second century b.c. In this same period, at Turo de Ses Beies near 

Calvia in western Majorca, the Carthaginians established a small trad¬ 

ing station (to judge from pottery found)52i _ but this was not before 

Mago the Carthaginian general took possession of the Balearics in the 

course of the first Punic War in 206 b.c. 

8. Morocco and the Atlantic coast 

West of Oran, nothing significant is known of the early Phoenicians 

until we reach the Straits. Rusaddir, modern Melilla on the Tres 

Forcas peninsula, certainly had a Phoenician name and was a neo- 

Punic station,522 and a site at Sidi Abdselam del Behar,523 a little to the 

east of Tetuan at the mouth of the Rio Martin, may have been a small 

settlement made in the sixth century from Tartessus. On the Atlantic 

coast of Morocco only the valleys of the Loukkos and Sebou rivers 

permitted the Phoenicians that type of penetration and commercial 

exchange enjoyed in Spain. The Sebou especially gave access to the 

important fertile inland valley region of the Gharb, where local seden¬ 

tary tribes practised agriculture. 

Early settlement certainly took place in the Tangiers region. Two 

monumentally built tombs between Cape Spartel and Ras Achakar 

containing Punic pottery and jewellery^^^ are constructed in precise 

Phoenician style and probably belonged to an early Phoenician settle¬ 

ment. Cultural influence is also amply demonstrated in the megalithic 

c 371, for chronology, pp. 40-1. sis c 502, 175-7. 
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cist graves inland and south from the Cape at Ain Dalhia Kebira, 

Djebila, and Dar Shiro.^^s Pottery in these graves was mostly hand¬ 

made, but it selectively copied West Phoenician shapes. The Phoeni¬ 

cian jewellery and amulets buried with the dead^^* are archaic and 

suggest a date in the sixth or late seventh century. To date they furnish 

the most cogent evidence we possess of the impact of Phoenician 

civilization on native culture, including the introduction of iron for 

the making of jewellery and tools. 

At the mouth of the river Loukkos the Phoenicians, according to 

Pliny (x1x.22.63), founded their oldest western city, Lixus (Phoenician 

Ligs, Greek Loukkos). Its temple, he claims, was founded before that 

of Cadiz. The ancient site is supposedly beneath modern Larache,^^® on 

the south bank of the marshy estuary, bondages beneath the ruins of 

Roman Lixus on the north bank have produced both polychrome- 

band and red-slipped wares, together with Attic black-figure pottery, a 

combination which would place it at least in the early fifth century. 

Larache itself has provided at least one pre-sixth-century Phoenician 

pot, a disk-top jug with bright red burnished slip, now in Tetuan 

museum, but there is certainly no indication to justify the view that 

Cadiz and Lixus were early ‘twin’ foundations to guard the Straits.®®® 

It is, however, interesting to note that a group of hjpogeum tombs at 

Lixus exactly parallel the unusual rows of contiguous slab tombs used 

at Cadiz.®®* That a native Libyan town existed close by on the south 

bank of the river is stated by Pseudo-Scylax. This is perhaps the Tingis 

of Strabo (xvii.3.2), the Libyan name from which Ligs was derived.®®2 

North of Lixus on a plateau at the mouth of the Wadi Garifa stands 

an important Punico-Berber settlement at Kouass. Though it dates far 

later than the earliest Phoenician penetration of these parts, its pottery 

provides an important reminder of the late date to which Tartessian 

painted pottery styles survived in north-west Africa. South of Lixus 

stretches an inhospitable shore, with the mouth of the Sebou river 

providing the next shelter for ships. Twenty-five kilometres up it the 

Romans built Thamusida (Sidi Ali ben Ahmed). This was quite 

possibly the West Phoenician colony of Thymiaterion of Pseudo- 

Scylax and Hanno (see below). Excavations have uncovered deep 

levels of Phoenician pottery®®® going back to the seventh century. 

Another port at Banasa®®* further upstream has levels containing much 

Tartessian-style polychrome-band pottery as well as some jewellery 

and graffiti of the sixth century. 

c 39®» 66—168. 526 Q 390, 140—38. 527 Q 137. C 4 I, 246—8. 

529 c 63-73. C 376, 50-1. 531 c 394. 532 q I , j, 

533 c 376, 78-9, pi. 59. 534 c 586. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



542 32. PHOENICIA AND PHOENICIAN COLONIZATION 

Map 12. Phoenician sites in Morocco. 

Two sites further south appear eminently suited for naval stations; 

Cape Fedala (Fedala-Mohammedia), formerly an island and now built 

up, and Mogador island a few kilometres off Essaouira.^^s Here exca¬ 

vations have brought up an abundance of Phoenician pottery of both 

Carthaginian and Tartessian types together with parts of Archaic 

Ionian (of probably Chiote or Phocaean origin) and Attic SOS 

amphorae.Phoenician graffiti on pottery fragments give epigraphic 

5“ c 385. 
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confirmation that Mogador was occupied by the Phoenicians in the 

seventh century b.c. The abrupt cessation of the pottery record shows 

that it was abandoned in the course of the sixth century. 

Whether the Phoenician presence at Mogador island was due to the 

exploitation of local sea produce (as is perhaps suggested by the 

establishment of a purple dye industry on the island in later times by 

the Numidian king Juba or whether it was a staging post for 

trade either inland or further down the African coast cannot be 

decided. No graveyard has been found there, such as might indicate a 

permanent settlement, and indeed there are no further certain Phoeni¬ 

cian tombs on the rest of the African coast, though claims have been 

made for many empty hypogea, especially those at Tit.^^® The only tomb 

which is Phoenician in shape is an isolated example at El Hafire, north 

east of Cape Cantin. 

For the rest we must turn to history, although the eighteen-section 

text of the Periplus of ‘king’ Hanno of Carthage down the west coast of 

Africa is of highly doubtful value.®®’ Even if it stems from an original 

account written in Punic, the vicissitudes of its transmission to the 

Greek text of the tenth century a.d. preserved in Heidelberg have 

much obscured its place names and distances. So unsuccessful have 

been attempts to reconstruct Hanno’s voyage that it has been con¬ 

sidered a piece of Greek fiction,®"*® or a piece of pseudo-intelligence of 

West Africa extrapolated from exploration of the Nile and East Afri¬ 

can regions.®^' Whilst strong arguments can be advanced against both 

these propositions,®''2 there seems little doubt that the Heidelberg 

manuscript is a combination of two stylistically different documents 

joined together by material (section 7) taken from Herodotus.®‘’® 

Hanno’s voyage beyond the Pillars of Hercules was aimed at coloni¬ 

zation as well as exploration: he took 50,000 settlers and some live¬ 

stock. Colonies were founded at Thymiaterion, Karikon Teichos (the 

‘Carian fort’), Gutta, Akra, Melitte, and Arambus, with the furthest 

colony at Cerne. The positioning of all these unidentified places 

depends upon whether the text has preserved the geographic sequence 

in its original order, for the main group is claimed to have been 

founded between the Pillars of Hercules and the Lixus river, a distance 

so short as to appear unlikely if the Lixus is the Loukkos (at Larache) 

on which the Phoenician town of Lixus stood. Consequently many 

scholars would identify the Lixus with the Wadi Draa further south, 

also on the grounds that after Thymiaterion Hanno reached Cape 

Soloeis, which is claimed to be Cape Cantin (rather than Cape Spartel). 

These equations accommodate a more southerly voyage, even as far, it 

C 378, 88. 5M c 578, 25. 539 c 5, 162-9; C 379, 39-85. 5<0 c 380. 
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is claimed, as the Senegal river,the large river Chretes which was 

the farthest point reached and from the banks of whose estuarine lake 

Hanno’s party was driven by hostile natives (section 9). It is, on the 

other hand, unlikely that the Lixus is anything but the Loukkos, 

situated in a region well known in antiquity, remarkable though it is 

that the city of Lixus itself is not mentioned in the surviving text. 

Furthermore, the identification of Cerne with Herne island opposite 

Villa Cisneros on the coast of the Spanish Sahara rests solely on a quite 

misleading similarity of names.The settlement at Thymiaterion, the 

Poseidon temple at Cape Soloeis, and particularly Cerne were all 

known to Scylax 112 (GGM ed. C. Muller). To him Cerne was an 

island reached by the Phoenician merchants in their round boats, 

twelve days (600-700 km?) past the Pillars of Hercules. No permanent 

settlement is implied, since the Phoenicians erected tents for their 

merchandise, which they ferried by lighters to the opposite coast. The 

sources of Pseudo-Scylax are difficult to determine but are quite 

independent of Hanno’s Periplus and appear to incorporate some sixth- 

century Greek source material.^'** In Avienus {Desc. 328) Cerne rates a 

brief mention as the furthest known point. 

There are also two points of natural history involved. If the ‘goril¬ 

las’ which Hanno captured (section 18) were indeed gorillas, then 

Hanno must have reached tropical Africa, and the same may be 

indicated by the odoriferous and diversified forest (tropical rain forest? 

section 12) which the voyagers encountered. Although neither of these 

points can plausibly be taken to have come from a Greek source (and 

especially not one which elaborated the gorilla episode from the story 

of Perseus and the gorgades)^^'’ they are too imprecise to be clinching 

evidence. 

Despite its drawbacks, we may take Hanno’s Periplus to reflect a 

genuine Punic reconnaissance of the West African coast, perhaps about 

600 B.c. under the early Magonids, preserved in a text exhibited beside 

the ‘gorilla’ skins in the temple of Saturn at Carthage. The foundation 

of a temple of Poseidon (Melqart) on the wooded headland of Cape 

Soloeis and the emphasis on prospecting island sites, and even the 

interest in hostile hairy beasts (as depicted on gems and the Hunts¬ 

man’s Day bowl from Praeneste)^''® are all typical Phoenician con¬ 

cerns. 

Of course, the difficulties of reconstructing Hanno’s voyage entail 

more than the difficulties of the text. Many geomorphological changes 

have taken place on the Atlantic coast since antiquity. Islands, head- 

C 5, 169; C 510, 94; C 388, 225. 545 c 379, 20. ^ C 379, 87-120. 
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lands, and inland lakes, such as Lake Cephesias (between Ras Achakar 

and Ras el-Kouass),^’ reported on by Polybius on his voyage in about 

147 B.c. (Pliny, N.H. v. 19-10), have either disappeared entirely or been 

modified; and although these factors render reconstruction futile, since 

Mogador was reached repeatedly, there is great likelihood that Phoeni¬ 

cians had prospected, but not settled, southwards beyond it. It has 

been suggested that it was impossible for ancient mariners to sail along 

the west Saharan coast, and especially to cope with the return journey 

against prevailing northerly winds and offshore currents. But there 

is little doubt that the Romans could solve this navigational problem, 

and, to judge from ships on Punic gravestones, Carthaginians used 

similar sails.A hoard of fourth-century a.d. Roman coins found at 

San Pedro (330 km west of Abijan) on the Ivory Coast,^^2 though far 

removed from Hanno’s time, demonstrates the attainment of the 

shores of tropical West Africa. A hoard of Punic coins from Corvo 

island in the Azores^^^ and some Roman amphorae from the Canar- 

ies^s^ may prove occasional ventures far into Oceanic waters. 

In fact no Phoenician settlement is known south of Mogador and, 

apart from one amphora from Cape Bojador,555 no evidence of contact 

has turned up in surveys from Mogador to the Wadi Draa,^^^ nor from 

the Seguiet el-Hamra and Rio de Oro.^®? Herne island itself has 

nothing but a few miserable remains of native settlement,^^® and the 

shores of Senegal have no traces of Phoenicians. Thus we remain with 

the possibility that Mogador was the furthest settled point, and was in 

fact Cerne,559 the amphorae being part of the wine trade specifically 

mentioned in Pseudo-Scylax. In exchange for wine, ivory, and lion and 

leopard skins the Phoenicians traded perfumed oil and Attic pottery, 

all specifically mentioned by Pseudo-Scylax, who, furthermore, gives 

important details of the handsome ‘Ethiopians’ who took part in this 

exchange. They were tall horsemen, skilled in use of bow and spear. 

Easily accessible from Mogador through the Wadi Ksob is the western 

end of the High Atlas, where numerous rock engravings attributed to 

the Late Bronze III period attest the existence of chariotry, cavalry, 

lances, halberds, and bows in the first half of the first millennium. 

Presumably these engravings (of which there are important examples 

at Yagour and Azibs N’lkkis)^^' belonged to pastoral communities 

(cattle are frequently depicted) who followed a transhumant 

nomadism. As a bronze halberd and arrowhead from dolmen graves in 

the Tangiers region show,^*^ their metalwork only slightly preceded 

5^9 c 379, 112—15, map 5. c 387. 551 c 585. 552 Unpublished. 

553 c 5, 178-9; C 510, 138-52. 5M c 575, 14-16. 555 c 581, fig. 8. 

5560378,17-34. 557^381,2. 5580381. 559^379,116-19. 
560 O 382, 22—5. 561 c jg2 . 562 q p| jj 
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Phoenician settlement or more probably overlapped it. The possibility 

must not be overlooked that Mogador lay opposite a caravan route 

which operated a trade in food, metals, and luxuries with these 

mountain folk, who appear to have been an offshoot of the Gara- 

mantes (Hdt. iv.183) of Libya, the Fezzan, and the eastern Atlas. It has 

often been suggested that chariotry and a knowledge of iron was 

brought to the Garamantes through contact with the Carthaginians in 

the Gulf of Gabes and the Tunisian Sahel.A further possibility is 

contact through the western Atlas. Ironworking in Nigeria may have 

come from Carthage by one or other of these routes. 

c 593. 40-2. 
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CHAPTER 33fl 

THE SCYTHIANS 

T. SULIMIRSKI AND T. TAYLOR* 

I. PROLEGOMENA 

In the first half of the first millennium b.c., new and powerful nomadic 

groups emerged on the Eurasian steppes to pose a military threat to more 

southerly urban and literate states and empires. By the sixth century b.c. 

a complex ‘core-periphery’ system had developed, in which true 

nomadism was only one element. The economic structure of steppe life 

changed and large-scale trade developed between the Greek Black Sea 

colonies and the vast new fortified centres of Scythian power.' 

The nomads can be traced at first archaeologically; later some names 

are attached to them in ancient texts. The most famous of these groups 

was known to the Greeks as the Scythians, against whom, Herodotus 

tells us, Darius the Great of Persia launched a massive and unsuccessful 

punitive expedition {CAH iv^, This chapter concerns the Scyth¬ 

ians’ rise to fame rather than their disappearance. By 5 oo b.c. they consti¬ 

tuted one of the most powerful military forces in the known world. 

I. History of research 

The name ‘Scythian’ is met in the classical authors and has been taken to 

refer to an ethnic group or people, also mentioned in Near Eastern texts, 

who inhabited the northern Black Sea region. They were considered to 

be divided into a number of tribes, mainly located between the Dniester 

and Don rivers, who were at heart nomadic and raided widely. 

‘Scythian’ is a very widespread term in Soviet archaeological litera¬ 

ture. Ilinskaya and Terenozhkin, in their major work Scythia: VII—IV 

Centuries b.c., provide the following general statement: ‘Scythian culture 

♦ For the division of authorial responsibility in this chapter, see Preface, p. xviii. 

‘ D 170; D 115. The best general survey in English is now o 171. d 128; d 172; o 166; d $2 and d 23 

are still of value, as is Minns* original chapter in CAH in', 187-205, if we bear in mind that 

chronologies have undergone several recent revisions (see n. 8). d 154 provides an attraaive 

introduction to the Siberian material. Amongst Slavic-language works, d 72 and d 125A are the most 

comprehensive, but sec also d 22; d 13 5; o 137; on Scythian social structure sec d 79. 

547 
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exerted a strong influence on all the tribes [occupying areas] contiguous 

with Scythia, [including] those living in the northern Caucasus and 

Transcaucasus, the Sindo-Maeotae in the Kuban region, the Tauri of the 

Crimean hills, the Thracians of the Carpatho-Danubian basin, the north¬ 

eastern region of the Lusatian tribes [Byelorussia and Poland], the tribes 

. . . to the north of Scythia and so on.’^ 

The most obvious and impressive of the archaeological remains 

associated with the Scythians are the great burial mounds (kurgans), 

some over 20 m high, which dot the south Russian steppe and extend in 

great chains for many kilometres along ridges and watersheds. It is from 

them that most has been learnt about Scythian life and art: intact graves 

may contain many precious metal artefacts, both luxury items made in 

the Greek Black Sea colonies, and locally made objects in the characteris¬ 

tic ‘animal style’.^ 

The construction of kurgans in this region was not exclusive to the 

Scythian period; it is known from the Copper Age to the eighteenth 

century a.d. Grave-robbing is documented from as early as the fifteenth 

century a.d. and continued until recent times. In 1718, Peter the Great 

issued decrees {ukai^j) regarding the collection and delivery of all objects 

‘right old and rare’ to St Petersburg in return for suitable compensation; 

this material forms the basis of the Leningrad Hermitage’s Scythian gold 

collection. By 1764 it was claimed that, for Siberia, ‘no one goes into the 

tomb trade any more, because all the tombs in which there was hope of 

finding treasure have been ransacked’. In the nineteenth century, 

mounds in the Ukraine, Kuban, and Crimea were pillaged. Overall, 

more than 8 5 per cent of mounds excavated by archaeologists turn out to 

have been robbed.'* 

Some robbing of kurgans probably occurred soon after their con¬ 

struction. In a famous passage, Herodotus makes the Scythian king 

Idanthyrsus answer Darius’ challenge to stand and fight the Persian army 

with 

I am not fleeing from you. What I am doing now is no different from what I am 
wont to do in peacetime. I will also tell you why I will not instantly fight you. We 

2 D 72, 89. See also D 153, 5. 

2 Catalogues from exhibitions of Scythian and Graeco-Scythian art are often the most accessible 

source of general views on the Scythian period as a whole, and one of the few places where the views 

of Soviet scholars can be read in English. Even those catalogues which are solely in Russian or 

Ukrainian are well worth consulting for their maps and illustrations, d 155 is perhaps the best. 

Others include d 3; d 37; d 49. For discussion of the early development of the animal style see d 174; 

o 74; D 223; D 98; D 42; D 88. 

* D 127, 14. Monographs on individual kurgans are in Russian or Ukrainian. Among the most 

famous are Arzhan, d 55; Pazyryk, d 175; Krasnokutsk, d 125; Adygeya, d 76; Solokha, D 112; 

Tolstaya Mogila, d i 34. For Scythian kurgan burial in general see d 104 and d 168 (both in German). 

For recent archaeological work in the steppe sec d 120 and the following special section on Soviet 

archaeology in the steppe zone. 
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have neither cities nor sown land among us for which we might fear - that they 
be captured or destroyed - and so might be quicker to join in battle against you 
to save them. But if you needs must come to a fight with us quickly, there are our 
fathers’ graves. Find them and try to ruin them, and you will discover whether 
we will fight you or not - for the graves. (Hdt. iv.127) 

Although these ‘Royal’ Scythians were prepared to attempt to protect 

their ancestral burial ground from spoliation by military force, the rich 

ostentation of Scythian burial was well known in antiquity, and, as 

Scythian power waned, grave-robbing almost certainly began. 

The cited passage is important here for other reasons. The implication 

that the Scythians had no permanent settlements and no agrarian base, 

and that their mode of life was nomadic, has been taken as a programma¬ 

tic statement.5 The antiquarian interest and the beginnings of scientific 

connoisseurship that were engendered by treasure hunting remained 

focused on the kurgans. The only other conceivable index of Scythian 

activity was the ra2ing of the settlements of others, and attempts have 

heen made to discover such ‘destruction levels’ in the archaeology of 

certain towns in Asia Minor.^ Large-scale regional survey, first deve¬ 

loped during the period of the New Economic Policy (1921-9), changed 

the emphasis of archaeological work on the Scythians away from 

reconstructions based on burials alone.'^ Since the work of Yatsenko in 

the late 1950s, Scythian periodization and chronology have been 

completely revised.® Recent work has provided reliable regional chrono¬ 

logies and a wealth of new data, including the mapping of an extensive 

network of large fortified production centres within the forest-steppe 

zone’ (e.g. Belsk; see below, p. 5 88), and a much fuller understanding of 

the development of Scythian animal style art.'® 

2. Natural environment 

The principal geographical feature of the Scythian world is the steppe, ‘a 

level grassland, without trees’ (Hippocrates, De Aere 28) stretching from 

5 From the time of Herodotus and Hippocrates onward, the idea of a steppe population who 

lived in waggons and had no fixed abode has been pervasive in descriptions of the steppe. 

Ammianus describes the Hunnish way of life in terms closely similar to Herodotus on the Scythians. 

Although early archaeologists were aware of the ‘Agricultural Scythians* (for which see below. 

Section III, 6) and Artamonov in 1947 (reference in d 182) conjectured on what form of land 

ownership pertained among them, it was not until the more widespread application of palaeobotani- 

cal techniques and excavation of settlement sites that the details of sedentary agricultural systems on 

the steppe began to become known: d 182 and further references in d i 13; on the Scythian legend of 

the ‘golden plough’ see d 58. * d 167. ’ d 127, ii. 

® lessen and Yatsenko’s chronologies were revised upwards in the 1970s (d 64; cf. no. 47; d 72). 

With the availability of calibrated carbon-14 estimates and the reworking of local typological 

sequences a new chronology has now been established: d 88; d 126. 

’ D 183; 0184. ‘0 D 133; D 42. In Russian see particularly D 123. 
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the Danube plains in the west to the marches of China in the east.” The 

characteristic soil of the steppe, chernov^em or Black Earth, is caused in 

part by high summer evaporation and long freezing in winter. The 

climate is strongly continental, with vegetation changing in line with 

latitude: north of the steppe belt is a zone of forest steppe, beyond which 

lie mixed coniferous and deciduous woodlands, followed by coniferous 

taiga and, finally, treeless tundra. This horizontal pattern is broken by the 

rivers, running mainly from north to south (but with many tributaries), 

of which the Volga, Don, and Dnieper are the largest. 

Medium-term climatic changes appear to have played an important 

part in the cultural development of the region. The development of true 

nomadic pastoralism in the Central Asian and Siberian areas (where the 

‘animal style’ also originated) occurred during the onset of cooler, drier 

conditions from the ninth century b.c. onwards.’^ This was probably an 

important causal factor in the appearance in the northern Black Sea 

region, from the mid-eighth century b.c., of successive waves of eastern 

nomads, who were in search of better pastures in the forest-steppe zone 

and northern foothills of the Caucasus. At the beginning of the fifth 

century b.c. the climate became warmer and wetter again, and these 

groups, along with further new arrivals from the east, were able to 

expand onto the south Russian steppe proper.'^ 

5. Nomads, Herodotus, and Scythia 

The Scythians were one of many groups recorded by the classical authors 

as living in Scythia. The use of the ethnonyms Scythae, Sauromatae, 

Sarmatae, Massagetae, Cimmerii, etc. in Near Eastern texts and Greek 

literature has been dealt with thoroughly and at length by Kretschmer 

and this need not be duplicated here.*”* Extant glossae and onomastica 

indicate that these groups were probably Iranian speakers.The most 

important single textual source of information on Scythia and the 

Scythians is Herodotus’ HistoryS^ 

Because, archaeologically speaking, the situation in the northern 

Black Sea region was far from static, it is important to distinguish clearly 

the different epistemologies involved in correlating Herodotus’ 

accounts with evidence from the early fifth century b.c. (his own day), 

the seventh and sixth centuries b.c. (for which his knowledge was 

” D IZO, fig. I. 

‘2 For Siberia in the Scythian period sec d 117; for climate, sec references in d 57, zoff. 

D 115. For a general perspective on steppe nomadism, see d zo6; d i 19; d 80; d 11. 

Kretschmer, P-W, 

Cf. D 88,85. The linguistic material is tooscanty for any serious attempt at reconstruction to be 

made. 

The best English translation is now d 54. 
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‘historical’), and the later fifth and fourth centuries b.c. (after Herodotus, 

but the period to which the most spectacular archaeological material 

dates). 

Herodotus’ information on the various Scythian tribes is very 

detailed.*’ He reports what he himself believes and what he says he does 

not believe, recording mythical accounts as such. Recent scepticism 

concerning the value of Herodotus’ account for understanding the 

Scythian world has been archaeologically and anthropologically ill- 

informed. The coincidence between Herodotus’ location and descrip¬ 

tion of the ‘Royal Scythian’ (or Sakaurakov. Lucian, Macrobius 15) burial 

ground and its funerary rites and the archaeologically investigated 

kurgans of the Lower Dnieper region is striking.’® 

Herodotus gives two versions of a ‘foundation myth’ for Scythia — 

one Scythian and one Greek colonial — along with his own non- 

mythically structured account (Hdt. IV.5—12). In the first: 

The Scythians say their nation is the youngest of all the nations and that it came 
into existence in this way: the first man to be in this country of theirs, which then 
was desolate, was one Targitaus by name. They say - they do say so, though for 
my part I do not believe it - that the parents of this Targitaus were Zeus and a 
daughter of the river Borysthenes [Dnieper]. From this breeding came Targi¬ 
taus and he had three sons — Lipoxai's, Arpoxais, and the youngest, Colaxais. 

(Hdt. IV. 5) 

Colaxais became king and a version of his name (perhaps a ‘pet name’), 

Skoloti, became the name for all of them — Zxv6ai to the Greeks. In the 

Greek version, Heracles slept with a ‘monster, half-woman, half-snake’ 

(Hdt. IV.9) who bore three sons: Agathyrsus, Gelonus, and the youn¬ 

gest, Scythes, who became king. Herodotus then tells ‘another story, 

which is strongly urged, and it is this one to which I myself incline’, in 

which the nomad Scythians were driven out of Asia by the Massagetae 

and were forced to cross the Araxes (Volga) into Cimmerian-controlled 

territory. Under pressure to fight the Scythians, the Cimmerian 

‘commonality’ revolted, provoking a bloodthirsty internecine war 

among the ‘princes’. The Scythians were then able to move in and take 

over an ‘empty land’ — i.e., one devoid of an elite — pursuing the 

remainder of the mounted Cimmerians south of the Caucasus into Media 

(Hdt. iv.ii-12). 

There are numerous Soviet works which address this body of information, including d i 76 and 

D 96. 

Hartog (d 61) has characterized Herodotus" Scythians as ‘imaginary" in his exegesis of 

Herodotus" guiding ideology. The view that Herodotus principally used objective information 

(albeit for a purpose) is not given much consideration; Hartog’s understanding of what little 

relevant archaeological data he cites appears limited. For a defence of Herodotus" account in the 

light of archaeology, see o 106. An attempt at reconstructing aspects of indigenous Scythian 

ideology (or Weltanschauung^ is made in d 165. 
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Herodotus adds that the Geloni — actually Budini (Hdt. iv.109) — 

inhabited the Graeco-Scythian town of Gelonus, while other passages 

have been taken to imply that, in the fifth century b.c., a Scythian group 

called Agathyrsi Uved to the west, in the Carpathian region. The latter 

have sometimes been identified archaeologically with metalwork of the 

Murej-Tirnave group in Transylvania, but both the Scythian character 

of the Agathyrsi and the south Russian origin of the relevant metalwork 

are open to question.Elsewhere Herodotus implies that the Agathyrsi 

and Budini are ‘non-Scythians’ (e.g. Hdt. iv.49; ^ ^9); thus, it seems 

that the designation of the word ‘Scythian’ was variable, even for the 

same author within the same text. 

The myths Herodotus records probably reflect an attempt to legiti¬ 

mate a relatively recent take-over of a territory by referring to a mythical 

ancestor and his three sons, and to provide a framework for claiming 

hegemony over surrounding territories and peoples. By the fifth century 

B.c. at least, a ‘polyethnic’ situation had developed in the northern Black 

Sea region, involving interactions between Greeks, successive waves of 

warlike mounted nomads, and local steppe and forest-steppe popula¬ 

tions with their own separate ethnic identity and (probably) physical 

appearance (e.g. the Budini ‘with very blue eyes and red hair’: 

Hdt. IV. 104). 

Physical characteristics and the perception of ethnicity are often 

correlated. This is natural when we consider that a major channel for the 

transmission of ethnic awareness from one generation to the next is the 

family, and that it is family structures that generally govern genetic 

transmission too.^o Physical anthropological attempts to detect the 

arrival of new groups, or the presence of two or more ethnically distinct 

components within a local population, cannot yet form the basis of 

secure generalization, but may do so after more detailed study. For 

present purposes it is enough to note that two major currently recog¬ 

nized racial types, Caucasoids and Mongoloids, are considered to have 

D 15; D 194 for the Fcrigile-Birsejti group; d 99 for relevant chronology. There has been 

considerable debate over the ‘ethnic allegiance* of areas west of the Dniester and north of the 

Danube; among Soviet scholars Mantsevich and Meliukova (d i 24) have held different views. The 

debate has usually taken a form in which Scythian presence in a particular area is identified on the 

basis of diagnostic artefact types; these then turn out to be different in significant respects from 

‘actual Scythian’ examples and Scythian presence is refuted. It seems likely, however, that often 

artefacts of Scythian type could have been made locally for use by a mobile ‘Scythian’ elite, as, indeed 

much Graeco-Scythian art was made in the colonies: d 195, 96 and cf. Vis. to YollV^ pi. 104. For 

evidence of‘Scythians’ further west see, for Hungary: d 43; d 144; d 145; d 32; d 9 and d 35 (on 

Tapioszentmarton and Zoldhalompuszta); for Poland: d 20 and d 38 (on Vettersfelde); for Austria 

and Czechoslovakia: d 56. 

20 D 204. 
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existed historically in geographical proximity on the steppe and its 

southern and western interfaces.^' 

Archaeologically, it is clear that the eighth- and seventh-century b.c. 

‘Scythians’ were not the same as the fifth-century ‘Scythians’.^2 Both 

were mounted elite war-bands originating in the more easterly regions of 

the steppe, and the Greeks, quite naturally, called both groups by the 

same name. Archaeologically, five major phases can be distinguished 

between 750 and 250 b.c., with a fresh nomadic component arriving in 

three of them; 750—650 b.c. (‘Cimmerians’ and ‘Scythians’); 475—430 b.c. 

(‘Scythians’); and 300-250 b.c. (‘Sarmatians’).^^ These unstable periods 

were punctuated by more peaceful ones. In the first of these the Greek 

colonies were founded and economic relations between them, the 

nomads, and local agricultural populations emerged. These were deve¬ 

loped in the second period, when the colonies expanded and ‘Graeco- 

Scythian’ art flourished.2“* 

Thus, the terms Scythia and Scythian can be seen to have had a variety of 

meanings in antiquity. For classical authors, the south Russian steppes 

are designated Scythia for many centuries after the demise of Scythian 

military might. It seems that the word Scythian, supposedly derived 

from a personal name, Scoloti, came to designate a group which claimed 

hegemony over other groups, by virtue of which the Greeks generalized 

the name further to include a large number of steppe nomad peoples who 

existed at various times. 

II. THE CIMMERIANS 

The Cimmerians were one of the earliest peoples of Eastern Europe 

whose name has come down to us, and whose history is interwoven with 

that of the Scythians. The earliest reference is found in Homer, Odyssey 

XI. 14, which may refer to the ninth century b.c. 

The Cimmerians are widely regarded as a people of Indo-European 

stock, a branch of the Thracians or at least closely related to them. Some 

scholars consider them an Iranian-speaking people, or a Thracian one 

with an Iranian ruling class; some believe in their identity with the 

Maeotians, who in antiquity lived along the eastern coast of ‘the 

Maeotian Sea’ (the Sea of Azov). There are also several other theories. In 

general, it seems that the Catacomb culture, typical of the second 

2* Although much work has been done on this, many diiHculties remain, both in terms of sample 

biases and in controlling for the complex environmental and post-depositional factors involved. 

The standard prehistoric overview for the Soviet Union is d 29. 

^ D 113, Soyff. 23 D I 1 j, 

2^ Sec D 15 5, 61 ff; for material of this period in a British collection sec d 209. 
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Fig. 28. Examples of Catacomb graves of the Bronze Age in the Ukraine, {a) ‘Flat’ grave at 
Lcontiivka near Kakhivka. {b) ‘Catacomb’ of a barrow grave in the region of Izium. 

millennium b.c. in the North Pontic steppes east of the Dnieper,^5 has 
been seen as providing all the archaeological desiderata which are needed 
for its identification with the Cimmerians 2® 

The Cimmerians consisted of two distinct sections ‘equal in numbers’: 
the ‘kings’ or the ‘royal race’, and the ‘Cimmerian people’ (Hdt. iv.i i- 
12). There must have been some antagonism between them. In Herodo¬ 
tus’ story of the murderous fight between them it is evident that the 
Cimmerian rulers and those ruled by them were originally two different 
peoples who had not blended into a single nation by the end of the 
second millennium b.c. A credible suggestion is to link the ‘royal race’ 
with the expansion of the ‘Median line’ of the Early Western Iranians, 
who in the thirteenth or twelfth century b.c. imposed themselves upon 
that part of the Catacomb people which yielded to them. This assump¬ 
tion may perhaps explain the Iranian names of Cimmerian rulers, and 
may clear up the cause of antagonism between the two sections of 
Cimmerians. 

According to Herodotus (iv.ii—12), the Cimmerians ‘evidently 
appear to have fled from the Scythians into Asia and settled in the 
peninsula in which the Grecian city Sinope now stands’. This must have 
taken place around the twelfth century b.c., when the Catacomb culture 
retreated, at least if this culture was the archaeological equivalent of the 
Cimmerians. 

A large section of retreating Cimmerians must have entered the 
Crimea in the thirteenth century b.c., if they had not lived there already 
before that date. A few hundred barrow-graves mostly of the Early and 
Late Srubnaya culture attributable to the Scythians, were excavated in 

^ D 193; D 161; D 62; D 136; D 191, 222—30 [and see now d 30 with further references]. 
26 D 190,6 5. [The archaeological support for this view is not clear-cut; Terenozhkin identified the 

Srubnaya culture with the Cimmerians (d 201); other possibilities exist.] 
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recent years in the Crimean steppe; but several proved to be of the 

Catacomb culture which implies that the Cimmerians must have lived 

there before the Scythian influx. In this respect the investigation of the 

settlement at Kirovo, in the western part of the Kerch peninsula, is of 

importance. Its earliest remains were of a late stage of the Catacomb 

culture,followed by those of the Srubnaya culture. The final date of the 

settlement has been put at c. 800 b.c., but bone arrow-heads of‘Scythian 

type’ and the bones of two camels found in the upper layer of the 

settlement imply that it must have been in existence up to about the late 

fifth century b.c. 

Three princely barrow-graves may, perhaps, be connected with the 

Cimmerians. Two lie one on each side of the Straits of Kerch, the third in 

the south of the peninsula. In one, the Temir Gora barrow north east of 

Kerch, a Rhodian oinochoe of c. 640—620 b.c. was found in the primary 

burial. Other grave-goods were a bone plaque in the shape of a curled 

panther or tiger, and a bone terminal of a bow carved in the shape of an 

eagle-griffin head, of the same type as those found in Karmir-Blur (see 

below, p. 583). The two latter articles are often considered the earliest 

specimens of the ‘Scythian animal style’ found in Europe. In fact they 

were either brought from Western Asia, or made locally after an Asiatic 

model. Many scholars regard the burial as that of a Cimmerian prince, 

but more often it is considered Scythian. The prince, if Scythian, was 

definitely not of the West-Asiatic-Kuban stock. The other, the Tsukur 

barrow on the Tsukur Liman at the western end of the Taman peninsula, 

was of about the same date: a Rhodian oinochoe was also found in it 

together with a kylix, bronze double-edged arrow-heads and a bronze 

open-work belt-clasp in the shape of two confronting upright lion 

figures (Pis. Vol., pi. 254). It recalls the heraldic figures on pole-tops 

from Cappadocia and from other sites in Western Asia, and implies that 

the prince buried in the grave had connexions with the Cimmerians of 

Asia Minor. The bronze battle-axe from this grave is the earliest article of 

this type found in the North Pontic area.The battle-axes do not 

represent a weapon proper to Western Asia: they were frequently found 

in Siberia and in burials of the Ananino culture in the Kama-Ural region, 

although the eastern specimens are different in their shape. The burial 

has been usually considered Cimmerian, which seems to be most likely. 

The third princely burial of the pre-Scythian period, at Zolnoe near 

Simferopol,^’ was the earliest of the three. Its equipment was of the 

Novocherkassk type and showed close connexions with the Piatigorsk 

group of the Koban culture in the central part of the northern Caucasus. 

Another indication of the presence of Cimmerians in the Crimea are 

”dioi;dio2. “See 0172,40. “ o 178, jyff; » 44^, fig- i?- 
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the names of two towns, situated one on each side of the Straits of Kerch, 
which bore the name ‘Cimmerian’; the Straits have been sometimes 
called the ‘Cimmerian Bosporus’.^ The Crimean Cimmerians were later 
assimilated by the Scythians who subsequently took the country into 
their possession. 

Around 1200 b.c., a large group of Catacomb-Cimmerians, pressed by 
the Srubnaya Iranians, had retreated from the Ukrainian steppe south¬ 
wards into the North Caucasus, and settled in its north-western and 
central parts; they survived there at least until the eighth century b.c., 
especially in the region of Piatigorsk, where Catacomb graves have been 
found in numbers.^' They mingled with the natives and became one of 
the formative elements of the local group of the Koban culture, called so 
after a village in the centre of the Causasian highland. This group was 
formed in about the eleventh century on the basis of carbon-14 dates, 
which is consistent with the remark of Eusebius that the Cimmerians 
invaded Western Asia three hundred years before the first Olympiad of 
776 B.C., i.e. in the eleventh century b.c. 

Archaeological traces of these Cimmerians are rather meagre. Among 

them are twenty Catacomb graves at Artik in Soviet Armenia, c. 25 km 

south east of Leninakan.^^ Their grave-goods have been dated to about 

1200 B.C., but they seem to be of a later date, since a burial ‘of the 

Catacomb type’ was found on the slope of Mount Ararat, c. 20 km south 

east of the graves at Artik; its carbon-14 date is 900±50 b.c.^ 

Attribution of Artik graves to the Cimmerians is supported by the 

Urartian report of c. 774 b.c., which concerns the Urartian campaign in 

the region between Lakes Sevan and Childir in Transcaucasia. It has 

been surmised that the Cimmerians in Western Asia were there men¬ 

tioned for the first time, but under the name of ‘Ish-qi-Gu-lu’.^^ This 

surmise has been strengthened by an Urartian rock inscription of 

Argishti I (786-764 B.c.) at Ganlidzha near Leninakan, according to 

which a people called Ish-qi-Gu-lu lived then in the region of Leninakan 

in Armenia. 

Next is a report by Sennacherib, the Assyrian crown prince who 

collected intelhgence about Urartian affairs in the north; he informed his 

father, Sargon II of Assyria (721—705), of a defeat of the Urartians in 

Gamir, a Cimmerian territory probably in east Cappadocia. According 

to some authorities, the battle was fought in 707 b.c., and the defeated 

Urartian king was Argishti II, but others are of the opinion^* that the 

^ [The view that the name Crimea derives from the name Cimmerian is no longer generally held. 

It probably comes from the Turko-Tatar qyrym - ‘fortress’: d 59, 17.] 

D 62; D 95, 77ff. 094,13-18. 33 D 77. 

3^ LE—818. The carbon-14 date estimate, 890 ± 60 b.c., for the ‘Cyclopean fortress’ at Lchashen 

on Lake Sevan in Armenia, is similar. 

35 D 208, 15. 36 o 151, 253; D 208. 
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battle was fought before 714 b.c., i.e. before the rout of the Urartian 

army by Sargon II, and that the vanquished Urartian king was Rusa I, 

father of Argishti 11. According to some scholars, the battle took place 

near ‘Gurania’, probably modern Gurunon in east Cappadocia; accord¬ 

ing to Melikishvih,37 the site lay on the north-western border of Urartu 

near Lake Childir north of Kars. 

A few years later, in 705 b.c., the Cimmerians tried to cross the 

Assyrian frontier, but were heavily defeated by the Assyrians under 

Sargon II, although he himself fell in this battle. The next assault took 

place in 679 b.c., when, according to Assyrian annals, ‘the Gimmirai’ 

under king Teushpa were defeated by the governor of Esarhaddon (680— 

669) at Khubushna on the north-western confines of the Assyrian 

empire. Religious texts of Esarhaddon subsequent to 673 b.c. certify that 

Rusa II recruited a large contingent of Cimmerians as mercenaries. A 

document of 672 b.c. mentions an inroad by Rusa II into south-west 

Asia, in which probably some ‘allied’ Cimmerians participated. 

The Cimmerians were quite successful in Asia Minor. They seized 

Cappadocia, penetrated into Paphlagonia and captured Sinope, a Greek 

city on the Black Sea coast. In 696-5 b.c., allied with Rusa II, they 

invaded Phrygia, and in 680 they shattered the Phrygian kingdom of 

Midas.3® 

Although they were defeated c. 665 by King Gyges of Lydia, they 

finally captured Sardis, Lydia’s capital city, in c. 640. They were now at 

the summit of their power, but their hegemony in Asia Minor did not last 

long. In 626 or 637 they were routed by Alyattes, king of Lydia, who 

killed their king Dugdamme (Lygdamis). Herodotus 1.15 says that 

Alyattes drove the Cimmerians out of Asia; in fact, the Cimmerians 

retreated to Cilicia and threatened Assyrian territory. Thus the last 

Cimmero-Assyrian encounter took place either shortly after 635 b.c. or 

about 625. The Cimmerians, under Sandakshatru, son of Dugdamme, 

were then defeated by Ashurbanipal. After this blow, to which also the 

Scythians under Madyes contributed, they disappeared from history. 

Some scholars^^ put the Cimmerian collapse between 604 and 560 b.c. 

We may, however, conjecture that despite their defeat the Cimmerians 

still remained in Cappadocia, since the Armenian name of that country is 

‘Gamirq’. They also managed to subsist for many years at Antandrus in 

the Troad, in the region of Edremit. 

Assyrian records of the seventh century b.c. mention the Cimmerians 

D 122, }1}. 

^ An ‘incense burner’ (d 177,3 3, fig. 496) from the Cimmerian layer of 680 b.c. at Alishar Huyiik 

in Phrygia supports the identification of the bearers of the Catacomb culture with the Cimmerians. 

[The theory of an alliance between Urartu and the Cimmerians against Phrygia is rejected by van 

Loon (d 208, 20).] 

^ D 17. 
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in connexion with wars and unrests in Iran. After their first recorded 

encounter with the Urartians they probably split into two groups, of 

which one moved westwards and the other went south eastwards, along 

Lake Urmia. Assyrian religious texts of the time of Esarhaddon mention 

the Cimmerians in the region of Lake Urmia (see below, p. 581) and their 

alliance with the Medes."*® Several scholars beheve that a section of these 

Cimmerians proceeding further south reached Luristan, and that they 

were responsible for the introduction of a series of bronze articles proper 

to the Koban culture of the Caucasus into the Luristan bronze industry 

of the eighth—seventh centuries b.c."** 

Finally, two peoples who might have been of Cimmerian derivation 

deserve mention. One is the bearers of the Chornoles culture,''^ in the 

Ukrainian forest-steppe zone west of the middle Dnieper. According to 

archaeological evidence the culture was formed around 800 b.c. by 

newcomers from the western Koban group of the Northern Caucasus, 

who were bearers of the Novocherkassk type of remains (see below, p. 

562). The newcomers evidently conquered the country hitherto held by 

people of the Belogrudovka culture as suggested by the destruction of 

‘open’ settlements of the latter culture and their replacement by the 

earthworks of the new one. 

Archaeological relics of the same or similar type and of the same 

period were also found in a few countries in the eastern part of Central 

Europe. In some areas (Transylvania, Hungarian plain) they formed 

small concentrations. They have usually been called ‘Thraco-Cimmer- 

ian’ assemblages, and the people who brought them into Eastern Europe 

have been named ‘Thraco-Cimmerians’, perhaps the latest survivals of 

the ancient Cimmerians. 

III. THE SCYTHIANS 

I. The early Scythians 

The circumstances in the Volga steppe did not alter much after the 

upheaval of the thirteenth century b.c. (see above, p. 558) until ihe ninth 

century b.c. when considerable changes took place. The starting point 

was a new invasion by steppe nomads from Asia, which forced the 

retreat of the Srubnaya-Khvalynsk people westwards into the Ukraine, 

southwards towards the north Caucasian foothills,'*^ and along the 

Caspian coast into Transcaucasia‘S and Iran. The Srubnaya-Khvalynsk 

D47, 32f. D 46, 48f. 

^2 D 6, 170-7; D 64, 49-110; D 65, I I 2-31; D 63, 119. 

Cf. D 72, 44fF. 

^ D 56, 132; D 2II, D 95, i86fT; d 187, 44. 
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culture represents the earliest archaeological remains attributable to the 

Scythians. In the Ukraine the name ‘Late Srubnaya culture’ has been 

given to these remains, and the name ‘Early Scythians’ to their bearers, 

to distinguish them from the ‘Scythians’ of the ‘Scythian culture’."*^ They 

took over all the territory of the Catacomb culture and mingled there 

with its successors, the Early Iranians. Some moved southwards and 

settled among the natives in a few regions of the Caucasian foothills. The 

differences in the inventory of graves and in the burial rites of the North 

Caucasian cemeteries of the ninth, to seventh centuries b.c. of that area 

(Khutor Kubanskii, Krasnoarmeyskoe)”*^ imply the existence of social 

differences within the population which arose from the invasion by the 

Early Scythians. 

The advance of the Early Scythians into the east Ukrainian steppe 

country around 800 b.c. was not a peaceful enterprise, nor were its 

consequent displacements of other peoples. A pathetic witness to the 

disturbances connected with these events are scores of settlements of the 

Sabatinovka culture in the valley of the Dnieper and other rivers of the 

area which were totally destroyed at that time. Moreover, the centre of 

the ‘Cimmerian’ bronze industry of the preceding period ceased to exist, 

and only meagre traces of its revival have been noted in the subsequent 

period. 

Several articles of Siberian origin, especially those of the Karasuk 

culture of the eighth century b.c., were brought to the North Pontic area 

by eastern invaders and became a characteristic element of the Early 

Scythian culture. Among these were cast bronze cauldrons, daggers, 

swords, and in particular horse harness. In a special study of the last, 

A. A. lessen'*'^ distinguished two types representing two different cultural 

and ethnic groups. The standard types were bronze bits, those of Type I 

being of West Asiatic origin and proper to indigenous North Caucasian 

peoples, and those of Type III being of Siberian origin, introduced in the 

North Pontic area by the invading Scythians. Those of Type I were 

products of Koban metallurgical workshops and were a North Cauca¬ 

sian adaptation of West Asiatic horse-trappings to suit local require¬ 

ments. They were also adopted by the ruling class of the Chornoles 

culture, who were probably of Catacomb—Cimmerian derivation, and 

fought not only on horseback, but presumably also from chariots. They 

reached the Ukraine by the way northwards along the western side of the 

Dnieper, avoiding the area held by the Royal Scythians. Bits of Type I 

D 103, 90f. 

^ D 63 y map on p. 128; 064,49-110; d 188,77—81; d 212; d 201; and also published by many other 

scholars. 

D 64,54,98ff; D 65, i25ff; d 95, 145. [This typology and chronology has been superseded. See 
n. 8.] 
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usually appear in association with specific articles of the pre-Scythian 

period (eighth—seventh centuries b.c.), to which the name of the 

‘Novocherkassk type’ has been given after the name of the town on the 

lower Don where a hoard was found. 

Of Siberian derivation were bronze bits of lessen’s Type III, with 

stirrup-shaped terminals. They were introduced into the north Pontic 

area by the Early Scythians, and their gradual westward spread marked 

the advance of Scythian invaders. The earliest bronze bits of Type III 

were found in the princely barrows of the pre-Scythian period, either on 

the eastern periphery of the Royal Scythian territory (Kamyshevakha, 

Chernogorovka), or near its western limit, south of the Dnieper bend 

(Malaya-Tsymbalka) (see below, pp. 574!). 

In the eighth and seventh centuries b.c. horse harness, bits of Types I 

and III, swords, daggers, and other objects of the Novocherkassk sort 

found their way into a few countries of Central Europe, where they were 

given the name of the ‘Thraco-Cimmerian’ assemblage.They were 

probably brought there by North Caucasians who retreated westwards 

before the invading Early Scythians of the Srubnaya-Khvalynsk deriva¬ 

tion. The Caucasian newcomers settled mainly in Transylvania and in the 

Hungarian plain. Mingling with the native populations they gradually 

lost their identity. 

A large section of the Early Scythians proceeded southwards, crossed 

the Caucasian mountains, and advancing along the western coast of the 

Caspian reached Azerbaijan in Transcaucasia. They settled there among 

the indigenous population in the regions of Mingechaur on the Kura, of 

Kirovograd, and in the Muganskaya steppe."*’ The country was later 

known to Xenophon as the Land of the Skythenoi, and to Ptolemy as 

Sakasene; the people were called the Sacassani by Livy. Those near 

Kirovograd were called by the natives Scyzhini.^’ 

Transcaucasia consequently became for a century the main Scythian 

abode in Asia. The newcomers adopted some local weapons. The 

akinakes-daggers, and the three-edged bronze socketed arrow-heads, 

often considered ‘typically Scythian’, were mostly Transcaucasian, in 

particular Georgian, inventions.^* Almost the only artistic expression of 

the Early Scythians (Srubnaya-Khvalynsk) when they arrived in Trans¬ 

caucasia was a variety of geometric decorative patterns,^^ to which not 

D 86, 11 iff; D 43; D 191, 383f; d 162; D 163. [For a more recent view see D 87.] 

For Mingechaur see D 130 = 0 131, 226ff. Of importance was the ‘Small Mound’ (Fig. 29). Its 

equipment consisted of 21 vessels, all local Transcaucasian ware, nearly 300 bone, paste, and 

camelian beads, and a set of bronze articles — all Transcaucasian products except for the bridle 

frontlet which was probably a Urartian import. The grave has been dated to about 650-600 B.c.: o 

66, 2 2ff; D 199, 7iff. The question of the ‘Scythian kingdom’ in ancient Azerbaijan has been 

discussed in o 78, 183-7 ^ M9. 5 5^- 

^ D 108. D I 57, 22; D I 58, I i; D 107, 25; D 205; D 93; D 189, 295. 

“ D 143, 71-81, fig. I. 
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Fig. 29. Bronzes from the princely burial of the second half of the seventh century b.c., the so-called 

‘Small Mound’ (Malyi Kurgan) in the MUskaya steppe. East Soviet Azerbaijan. (After d 66, zzff.) 

only rank-and-file Scythians but also princes remained faithful for a long 

time. 

Important changes due to the Scythian newcomers took place in 

burial rites and in the social structure of the natiye population. The 

equipment of graves of the pre-Scythian time showed no marked social 

division among the native people. The position after the eighth century 

B.c. was different. The richly furnished graves of the chieftains, some 

accompanied by human sacrifice, were in marked contrast with the 

burials of ordinary people and imply a considerable degree of social 

differentiation. Furthermore, anthropological study of the bones has 

revealed that serfs were of a different racial type from their masters, on 

whose graves they were put to death. 

Further south, in the region of Lake Urmia (Iranian Azerbaijan), 

traces of the Early Scythians have been found at a few sites. Of interest 

are finds from graves under mounds at Se Girdan near the ancient 

settlement of Hasanlu.^ In a tumulus of the seventh century b.c. a 

crouched skeleton was found strewn with ochre in the manner proper to 

the Andronovo burials in Kazakhstan; near the skeleton lay a feline- 

53 D97, i}5-77. M D 158, 5-25; D 159, 5-28. 
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headed whetstone (Pis. Vol., pi. 256^), reminiscent of sculptures 

common in the Minusinsk valley in south Siberia. This item suggests 

that the buried chief was a Srubnaya-Khvalynsk Scythian of Andronovo 

ancestry. 55 In another tumulus of approximately similar age three bronze 

axes of the Late Bronze Age were found, which point to connexions of 

this Scythian group with North Caucasus (Pis. Vol., pi. 

2. The Scythian century in western Asia 

Herodotus (i. 104) says that after passing the Caucasus the Scythians were 

opposed by the Medes, who being defeated, ‘lost their empire’, and that 

the Scythians then became ‘masters of Asia’. At iv.i he says that the 

Scythians ‘ruled Upper Asia for twenty-eight years’. However, evidence 

from other sources shows that a longer time was required for these 

events. The earliest recorded Scythian inroad, jointly with the Cimmer¬ 

ians, into Assyrian territory possibly took place in 676 b.c., when they 

were beaten by the Assyrian king Esarhaddon and their king Ishpaka 

was killed. 

During the early seventh century b.c. conditions on the north-eastern 

frontier of Assyria were unsteady,5* as was indicated by the queries of 

Esarhaddon addressed to the sun-god Shamash.57 One mentions a great 

coalition of Mannaeans, Cimmerians, and Medes against Assyria headed 

by Kashtaritu (Khshathrita). Esarhaddon cleverly warded off the danger 

by contracting friendship with the Scythians; Kashtaritu was defeated in 

674, and the coalition disintegrated. A Scythian irruption into Urartu 

resulted in a considerable curtailment of Urartian territory in the south 

east. Subsequently Urartu was subdued by Scythians, and soon after¬ 

wards, probably in 652, the countries of Mannaea and Media were 
subjugated.58 

At the time of the reign of Esarhaddon, Bartatua (the Protothyes of 

Herodotus, 1.103) was king of the Scythians in Western Asia (r. 678-r. 

645). He may have been the successor of Ishpaka, possibly even his son.59 

Bartatua was probably well aware of the precarious position of Esarhad¬ 

don in 674, and must have considered himself powerful enough to ask in 

marriage the hand of the Assyrian princess, Shern^ a-etert, Esarhaddon’s 

daughter.50 Esarhaddon apparently did not resent her marriage to a 

barbarian, but his fear was that ‘the sacrifice’ might be in vain. His 

worries have been recorded in queries addressed to the sun-god 

Shamash, asking him: ‘Whether Bartatua will speak with him true words 

55 D 24, I 16, fig. 21; D 25, 212, fig. 2.7-11. 56 D 44, 24!!; D 53, 208ff. 

5’ D 141, 359f; D 121,300; D 48, 105. 58 Fot Uranu see D 45, 98. 
5’ D 31, 258. 50 D 6 
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of peace; will truly say “the peace” which acknowledges his nominal 

submission; will keep his oath to Esarhaddon; will he do that which is 

good for Esarhaddon?’*^ 

From the legal point of view the queries imply that Bartatua, in 

marrying Esarhaddon’s daughter, had to take an oath of allegiance and 

thus legally become an Assyrian vassal, and to hold the countries ruled 

by himself as a fief. Consequently, his kingdom might have been 

considered a nominal extension of the Assyrian kingdom. The agree¬ 

ment seems to have worked; for in 653—652 the Assyrians defeated 

Media and left the country to be ruled by the Scythians who had aided 

them. History does not explicitly tell us whether Bartatua actually 

married the Assyrian royal princess, but this seems to ensue from the 

firm Assyro-Scythian alliance and the loyal support of Assyria by the 

Scythians nearly to the end of that kingdom. 

The presumed marriage of Bartatua into the Assyrian royal family, 

probably in 676, and his consequent legal submission to Esarhaddon 

were undoubtedly important events in the history of north-west Iran. 

Family links with the royal house evidently exposed the Scythian royal 

family to a strong impact of Assyrian culture, and also to influences 

emanating from Mannaea and Urartu, both countries then under 

Scythian overlordship, whose culture had developed under strong 

Assyrian impression. 

By the mid-seventh century b.c. the Scythians, still under Bartatua, 

reached the summit of their might in Western Asia, and the region of 

Saqqez seems to have been their political centre. This was the beginning 

of the twenty-eight years of‘Scythian rule over Asia’ which, if we trust 

Herodotus, began c. 645 or 650 b.c. Bartatua died probably in 645, and 

was succeeded by a son Madyes, supposedly by the Assyrian royal 

princess.*^ He was then some twenty-seven years of age. 

In 1947 a very important discovery was made at Ziwiye on the top of a 

steep hill, some 200 m above the level of the valley. Excavations by the 

Iranbastan Museum in Tehran have established so far that the site was a 

very strongly fortified castle, probably the seat of a Scythian ruler. The 

most important find was a broken bronze ‘bath’, sarcophagus or coffin, 

discovered in the eroded part of the Ziwiye hill in which a ‘hoard’ is said 

to have been found. This consisted of gold articles (Pis. Vol., pis. 258 and 

262) and personal ornaments, presumably belonging to the person or 

persons buried in the coffin. But according to recent study,*^ the articles 

labelled as from Ziwiye at present in many museums all over the world 

D 141. 62 D 84; D 15 5, 475; and many Others. 

63 D 140, i97ff. [Muscarclla rightly casts doubt on the ‘assemblage’ as a whole, as well as on the 

supposed context of its discovery. It follows that any construction based on the ‘Ziwiye’ material 

must be hypothetical.] 
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Fig. 30. Two sections of the incised scene on the rim of the bronze coffin from Ziwiye: (a) viceroy 

and court officials; {b) a group of foreigners being ushered into the presence of the viceroy. (After d 

215, 215, fig. j; 216, fig. 6.) 

were for the most part of other provenance and several were forgeries. 

But the find of the bronze coffin has not been questioned. 

The coffin, almost identical with bronze coffins excavated at Ur and 

other sites,®'* has been variously dated, but crucial for its dating are the 

scenes engraved on its silver rim (Fig. 30), which represent rows of 

Median and Urartian tribute-bearers being marshalled into the presence 

of an official of exalted rank, perhaps a prince or viceroy. No person of 

any importance would have had a coffin after the Assyrians had suffered 

complete subjugation in 609 b.c.®® The scenes on the rim must have been 

engraved at a time at which both nations had submitted to the Scythians 

or to the Assyrians. Media submitted in 652 and freed itself soon after 

625 when Cyaxares II ascended the Median throne. Accordingly, the 

scenes on the rim must have been engraved between the two dates. 

^010,114—16. 0215,213—20. 
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The personality depicted on the rim was neither an Assyrian governor 

nor an Urartian or Median king, nor the Mannaean king.^^ The most 

credible identificadon is Bartatua, ‘the Great Scythian king’,^^ who died 

about 645. By his marriage with the Assyrian royal princess he would 

have become an Assyrian prince. The engravings suggest that under the 

terms of the treaty with Esarhaddon the realm of Bartatua may have been 

regarded by the Assyrians as a fief of Assyria, and he himself as a viceroy 

in charge of Media, Mannaea and Urartu. 

One of the early feats of Bartatua’s son Madyes was his victory over 

the Cimmerians some time after 650. During his reign the Scythians 

undertook a great raid into the countries south of Assyria and reached 

the Egyptian border (Hdt. 1.1 o 5 their evil reputation was reflected in a 

few passages in the Old Testament, mainly by Jeremiah and Zephaniah. 

The date of this raid is disputed. 

A study of Scytho-Assyrian relations during the second half of the 

seventh century b.c. suggests that the might of the Scythians under both 

Bartatua and Madyes depended in great measure on their close co¬ 

operation with Assyria. But the last great king of Assyria, Ashurbanipal, 

died in 627, and the young and very able Cyaxares ascended the throne of 

Media at about that time. Soon the ageing Madyes had to contend with 

young Cyaxares and managed to hold Nineveh (Hdt. 1.103), probably in 

617 or 616. This was the last show of force by the Scythians in Western 

Asia under Madyes, who died very soon afterwards at the age of some 

sixty years. 

While the position of Assyria worsened, the decisive fact, it seems, 

was the Scythian change of sides. From 615 onwards Babylonian records 

mention the Scythians as allies of the Medes, perhaps perforce. Thus 

Scythian domination ‘over Asia’ came to an end, and the Medes annexed 

both Mannaea and Urartu between 609 and 585. The final struggle with 

the Scythians is said to have taken place shortly before the war of the 

Medes against the Lydians in 590. The Scythians, ‘being afterwards 

expelled by the Medes, returned in this manner to their own country’ 

(Hdt. IV.4). 

The Scythians did not leave any good memory of their ‘rule over 

Asia’. Herodotus (1.106) says that ‘everything was overthrown by their 

hcentiousness and neglect: for, besides the usual tribute, they exacted 

from each whatever they chose to impose; and in addition to the tribute, 

they rode round the country and plundered them of all their posses¬ 

sions’. Traces of the Scythian stay in Iran and in other regions of Western 

Asia are very scanty. They consist of Assyrian and Urartian commemor¬ 

ative inscripdons on rocks, mainly on the border of Transcaucasia, and 

^0215. As postulated by Ghirshman. 

“ ‘Scythopolis* in Palestine probably owes its name to Scythian mercenaries in the pay of the 

Egyptians. 
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of mentions in Assyrian and Babylonian records. Scythian finds from 

ancient Urartu belong to the time of Scythian decline in Western Asia. A 

series of‘Scythian’ bronze arrow-heads and other articles come from the 

top layer of the debris at Argishtikhili, the Urartian fortress near 

Oktemberian west of Erevan, and from the fortress of Karmir-Blur 

(Teishebaini) in the same region of Soviet Armenia, both destroyed 

presumably by the Median army between 609 and 585,*’ during the 

conquest of Urartu. A Scythian splinter group may have joined the 

Median army and taken part in this act of destruction. 

3. The development of Scythian culture 

Almost nothing is known of the forced retreat of the Scythians to ‘their 

own country’ (Hdt. iv.1.3). Herodotus says that before entering ‘their 

own country the Scythians found an army of no inconsiderable force 

ready to oppose them’, namely the sons of their slaves and of their wives 

who had not accompanied them in their expedition into Iran. In fact the 

opponents were a larger Scythian tribe of the Srubnaya-Khvalynsk 

stock, descendants of those who had not followed their kindred in the 

southward drive into Western Asia but had settled in the Ukraine (see 

above, p. 5 5 8). 

Herodotus placed the decisive battle in the Crimea without any 

mention of the Caucasus or the steppe on the river Kuban, although 

before reaching the Crimea the Scythians must have crossed these. The 

arrival of the Scythians in the north-west Caucasus at the end of the 

seventh or the beginning of the sixth century b.c. initiated a new period 

in Scythian and North Caucasian history. Not being numerous enough 

to spread over all north Caucasus they seized the steppe south of the 

middle course of the river Kuban. Finds east of the river may be 

attributed to the descendants of those Scythians who in the early eighth 

century had settled among the natives and had not proceeded south¬ 

wards into western Asia. Now, in the early sixth century, they may have 

been joined by some splinter groups of the Transcaucasian Scythians 

who had retreated northwards independently of the West Asiatic 

Scythians. 

Well over a hundred settlements, cemeteries and barrow-grave 

groups have been recorded in the area of the native Late Koban 

population which was engaged mainly in agricultural activities.’’ In 

several settlements, however, pottery of the ‘early Scythian ware’ was 

found and Scythian elements have also been distinguished in the 

cemeteries of the Late Koban culture. Evidently in these settlements the 

Scythians lived side by side with the local population. In later graves, for 

69 D I 18; D 148; D 149; D 150. D 221. D 92; D 93. 
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example at GoytyJ^ the impact of the Sauromatian culture is distinguish¬ 

able throughout the whole area, and in the fourth century the country 

was already in the possession of the Sauromadans. 

The arrival of the West Asiadc Scythians in the Kuban steppe c. 600 

B.c. brought about a marked change. The Novocherkassk type of 

remains was replaced by the new ‘Scythian’ culture, to which belong 

barrow-graves in the steppe and settlements and earthworks, situated 

mainly in the Kuban valley where the indigenous Maeotians lived. The 

latter buried their dead in ‘flat’ cemeteries, whereas members of the 

Scythian ruling class were buried under mounds. The earliest relics 

found in Scythian graves have close links with the Ziwiye complex and 

were mostly of Oriental provenance.^^ 

No other Scythian group so clearly reflects the non-Iranian features of 

its burial rites. Burials with several human sacrifices and with hecatombs 

of immolated horses were alien to the Srubnaya and Andronovo nomads 

and the Sarmatians and Sacians (Sakas) east of the Urals, but such funerals 

of members of the ruling class have been met in Western Asia (Ur), in 

Transcaucasia in the Bronze Age (Trialed) and in Armenia in the tenth- 

ninth centuries b.c. Their practices seem to have been adopted by the 

Scythians during their stay in Transcaucasia. The idea of the divine 

origin of the royal power possibly stood at the roots of such usages. In 

their disregard for the life of their subordinates and in their waste of 

resources the Kuban Scythians surpassed all royal burials of the period 

under review. 

The earliest Scythian barrow-graves in the Kuban country were 
excavated at Kelermes. Like most princely burials, they had been 
generally plundered. Nevertheless, the few intact burials yielded many 
fine examples of ‘Scythian’ and Greek toreutic art and other articles of 
Greek provenance, and also a variety of objects decorated in the Scythian 
animal style. The finest and most valuable inventory was found in 
barrow 1/1905 of Kelermes, consisting mainly of items of Assyrian and 
Urartian origin, presumably brought by the buried king during his 
retreat from Iran. In barrow 4/1903 a rectangular gold plaque was found 
divided into regular squares, each containing a stamped figure of a 
recumbent stag (Pis. Vol., pi. 259). It was evidently modelled on an 
Urartian prototype and on that of Ziwiye (Pis. Vol., pi. 258).^"* Another 
remarkable find from this barrow is the Greek silver mirror overlaid by 
thin decorated gold sheet; it dated from 5 80-5 70.'^5 Jn barrow-graves of 
the sixth century b.c. skeletons of immolated horses usually numbered 
16 to 24. But the extreme example of waste of resources and of disregard 
for human life was afforded by the 15 m high Ulskii barrow 1/1898, of 

D II5; D :i6. D 173. 297-5OJ; D 129, 22ff. 
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Fig. 31. The Kostromskaya barrow, fifth century b.c. The main burial was in the lowest pit, with 

other human burials (sacrifices) in the earth above. Over all was a raised wooden platform covered 

by a pyramidal roof where the weapons and offerings were laid out, and at this level (arrow), outside, 

were the sacrificed horses. (After d 49, 44—5.) 
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Fig. 32. Gold stag from the iron shield in the Kostromskaya barrow (Fig. 31). (Leningrad, 

Hermitage Museum 2498/1.) 

about 500 B.C., which contained the skeletons of several attendants and 

over 400 horses and lo oxen. The layout of the sepulchral construction 

under the mound corresponded well with Herodotus’ description 

(1V.71-2) of the funeral of a Scythian king. 

The Ulskii funeral must have been famous among all Scythians in the 

North Pontic lands, and its fame must have reached Olbia. During his 

stay in the city in the mid-fifth century b.c., Herodotus was probably 

considerably impressed to hear of it, and he recorded it as typical of 

Scythian rulers. In fact it is unique among Scythians in its grandiosity, 

and it was more lavish than the Sindian Elisavetinskaya barrow of about 

400 B.C., in which several human skeletons were found and skeletons of 

‘only’ 200 horses (see below, p. 575). The Ulskii barrow was plundered 

in antiquity, and only a few items from its very rich inventory were left. 

The large number of horses sacrificed in this and other Kuban barrow- 

graves suggest that horses were the main animal reared by the Kuban 

Scythians. A barrow-grave of the fifth century at Kostromskaya (Fig. 31) 

contained skeletons of 13 attendants and 22 horses as well as the famous 

golden plaque in the shape of a recumbent stag (Fig. 32), a masterpiece 

which is regarded by many as a perfection of the Scythian animal style. 

The burial rites of the Scythian royal and princely burials in the Kuban 

area and the decorative patterns of the articles found in the earliest graves 

of this group were alien cultural elements which had been introduced 

from the south. Furthermore, the relevant articles were for the most part 

simply products of Assyrian or Urartian workshops which had been 

acquired by members of the Scythian upper class when still in Iran. 
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However, once in the Kuban country, no Near-Eastern master-artisans 

were available to provide their products for the princes. Their role had to 

be taken over by Greek and Bosporan workshops in which ancient 

Oriental elements and motifs began to be so blended with those used 

locally that they applied to the taste and met the wishes of their patrons. 

In consequence, the art of the Late Scythian period from the fifth century 

B.c. onwards began to differ considerably from that of the preceding 

period. 

In the second half of the fifth century, the Kuban group lost more and 

more of its eastern territories: first the area east of the river Laba, and 

then, by the end of that century, the Kuban territory came under 

pressure from the advancing Sarmatian Siraces. Thus by 400 b.c. the 

splendid Scythian culture was extinct there; it survived only in Sindica, 

the country west of Krasnodar, including the Taman peninsula, where it 

was adopted by the Sindian ruling class, possibly itself of Scythian 

origin. The Sindians remained, however, only briefly independent, their 

country being soon incorporated into the Bosporan kingdom. 

At the end of the fifth century, almost suddenly a fully formed 

Scythian culture appeared in the steppe on the lower Dnieper that had no 

local antecedents. A study of its remains, in particular of its human and 

horse sacrifices and of the articles found in its graves, showed that close 

parallels were to be found only in the Scythian Kuban culture of the 

preceding period. The Ukrainian group evidently succeeded the Kuban 

group, being its continuation; it was formed by the Kuban Scythians 

who by the end of the fifth century were forced to abandon their 

Caucasian abodes. They were distinct from the Royal Scythians, and 

have never been so called by Herodotus. Their arrival was not a peaceful 

aflFair:'^^ they were one of the nomad groups responsible for the 

destruction at that time of a large number of settlements in valleys of the 

Ukrainian steppe rivers. 

In the area west of Krasnodar, including the Taman peninsula, and 

also along the middle Kuban river, the indigenous Maeotians lived in 

earthworks and settlements, being engaged in agricultural activities and 

fishing. The Maeotians were not of Iranian stock, to judge from the 

toponomy of the country. Many scholars maintain that they were of 

Cimmerian ancestry, akin to the Thracians, but some consider them to 

have been Caucasian aborigines under Iranian overlordship.The upper 

class in this area were the Sindians, a people probably of Scythian origin, 

possibly of West Asiatic stock, who imposed themselves upon the 

natives. 

Another racial element in this region were the Greeks who in the sixth 

and fifth centuries founded many colonies, mainly on the southern and 

083,27-35. ” E.g. 0179,102-23.- 
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western coasts of the Taman peninsula. Among the most important of 

these were Phanagoria and Hermonassa, which later formed part of the 

Bosporan state. The state was at first organized as a union of Greek 

colonies which aimed to protect itself against the native tribes; later, it 

grew into a powerful kingdom with its capital city Panticapaeum on the 

western side of the Straits. This Bosporan kingdom stopped the 

westwards advance of the Sarmatian Siraces. 

The kingdom was an important outpost of Hellenic culture, which 

influenced the neighbouring peoples on both sides of the Straits. Its 

cities became centres of production for customers in the steppes. They 

greatly contributed to the development of ‘Scythian’ art and style, and 

eventually brought about a marked Hellenization, not only of the 

Sindian princes, but also of their subjects of lesser rank.^8 

The richly furnished princely barrow-graves of the Sindian country 

west of Krasnodar, including the Taman peninsula, and the poorly 

equipped burials in the ‘flat’ cemeteries of the same area reflect the 

considerable gap which separated the subdued native population from 

the Sindian ruUng class. A similar gap separated the Maeotians from 

their Scythian rulers, before they were ousted by the Sarmatians. This is 

particularly well reflected in the archaeological material from the 

Scythian earthworks built in the sixth century along the river Kuban on 

its right bank, and their ‘flat’ cemeteries. The earthworks were aban¬ 

doned in the fourth century b.c. on the Sarmatian conquest of the 

country. But at that time a series of earthworks was constructed along 

the eastern border of the Sindian territory, evidently to protect the 

country against a further advance of the Siraces. At about the same time 

the Elisavetinskaya earthwork was constructed near modern Krasnodar, 

to which a group of barrow-graves belonged, one, as we have seen, 

containing 200 skeletons of sacrificed horses. 

4. The Kojal Scythians 

According to Herodotus (iv.20), the most valiant and numerous of the 

Scythian tribes were the Royal Scythians, ‘who deem all other Scythians 

to be their slaves’. They lived ‘beyond the river Gerrhus’, in the steppe 

east of the Dnieper up to the Donets, but ‘some of them reach the river 

Tanais’ (the lower Don). The Crimean steppe also belonged to them. 

Only a few burials attributable to these Royal Scythians, whose equip¬ 

ment was proper to the sixth and fifth centuries, have been found in this 

huge area, c. 500 km wide, and they had mostly been plundered in 

antiquity. Their meagre number contrasts with the large number of 

lavishly equipped Scythian burials of the fourth and third centuries in the 

D 75, 257-95; D 40; D 156, 244 n. 19; D 210, 74-9. 
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same area; and with the very large number of graves of the rank-and-file 

Scythians of that period, unknown in the Early Scythian period. This 

leads us to infer that another group of archaeological remains, although 

not recognized as such, must be considered to represent the Scythians of 

the Early Scythian period, namely relics of the Late Srubnaya culture. 

This culture cannot have ceased to exist at the end of the seventh century: 

it undoubtedly survived to the late fifth century. The remarks of 

Herodotus are decisive in this matter; for he says (iv.76) that the 

Scythians studiously avoided the use of foreign customs, and in 

particular that they avoided ‘all Grecian usages’ (iv.8i). The extreme 

conservatism of the Scythians of lesser ranks has always to be taken into 

consideration when estimating the date of relevant archaeological 

remains. 

The bearers of the Late Srubnaya culture were among those who still 

kept to their ancient ways. The continuity of settlement from the 

Srubnaya stage to the Scythian stage in ancient Scythia has been 

emphasized by most scholars,’^ although they rarely mention that the 

actual transition did not take place in the early sixth century but later. 

The Scythian common people began to adopt the ‘Scythian culture’ and 

the ‘Scythian animal style’ not before the late fifth century b.c., and this 

is true also of the Royal Scythian upper class. Out of sixteen princely 

barrow-graves of the sixth and fifth centuries, as listed by M. Artamo- 

nov,®o found within the territory of the Royal Scythians, none was of the 

sixth century; five were of the advanced stage of the fifth century, and the 

latest of this group, the very richly equipped royal barrow-grave of 

Solokha, many times described and published, was of the turn of the fifth 

to the fourth century. Three barrows of this list were in the Crimea. All 

others were of the fourth and third centuries b.c. 

The earhest princely burials in this area which may be attributed to the 

Royal Scythians are three secondary burials, two in old mounds 

excavated at Chernogorovka and Kamyshevakha, both in the region of 

the middle Donets, and a third, called Malaya Tsimbalka, at Bolshaya 

Belozerka south of the Dnieper bend. Their grave-goods were of the 

Novocherkassk type, and the bronze bits with stirrup-shaped terminals 

imply that the princes buried there were Scythians. The early graves of 

the ‘Scythian’ type investigated within the territory of the Royal 

Scythians were also nearly all secondary burials in mounds of the 

Srubnaya culture of the preceding period. Timber constructions found 

in many Scythian graves exhibit a marked similarity to those found in 

Srubnaya graves; Scythian sepulchral pottery also shows many features 

in common with those of the Srubnaya ware. Furthermore, in several 

graves with a genuine Srubnaya inventory, especially in the region of 

E.g. Grakov, Terenozhkin, and Yatsenko. d 8. 
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Izium and Kramatorsk, ‘Scythian’ three-edged bronze arrow-heads were 

found: they indicate the proper date of the graves in question. These 

convergencies imply a continuity of settlement within the territory of the 

Royal Scythians between the Srubnaya and Scythian stages, and they 

indicate that the actual transition did not take place everywhere in the 

early sixth century but later. 

The territory of the Royal Scythians extended eastwards to Port of 

Remni on the Sea of Azov according to Herodotus (iv.20 and no), 

which already belonged to the ‘Free Scythians’. The country beyond the 

port likewise belonged to this people, although Herodotus mentions 

that ‘Part of their country . . . stretches to the Tanais’ (the Don). But 

probably the Donets was meant here, the large tributary of the lower 

Don, sometimes mistaken for the main river. Accordingly, Scythian 

burials of the sixth century b.c. found on the lower Don, for example at 

Kostantinovsk,8i should be attributed to the ‘Free Scythians’, a tribe 

probably of mixed Scytho-Sarmatian origin. So too the Liventsovka 

earthwork in the town of Rostov-on-Don, which must have been an 

important harbour in antiquity, was not a Royal Scythian possession. Its 

upper occupation layer was of the sixth-fifth centuries, i.e. of the Early 

Scythian period. It was undoubtedly used by Greek merchants for 

bringing Ionian pottery, which is found in barrow-graves of the wide 

hinterland. The earthwork was destroyed at the end of the fifth century 

B.C., presumably by the Sarmatians. A small mound of stones was 

excavated at Alekseevka (Krivorozhe) on the junction of the Kalitva 

with the Donets, about 120 km north east of the Liventsovka earthwork. 

It contained a princely cremation-burial of c. 600 b.c.®^ Objects of 

Oriental provenance which formed part of its equipment, included an 

electrum wreath which probably adorned a bronze helmet, an East 

Greek zoomorphic beaker, and a silver terminal of an Assyrian stool in 

the shape of a calf’s head (Pis. Vol., pi. 260); they imply that the buried 

prince was connected with the West Asiatic Scythians and came from the 

same cultural and tribal circle to which these belonged, and who were 

buried in the Kuban country in the Kelermes type of interment. He was 

definitely not a Royal Scythian prince. 

A few Early Scythian graves have been found along the coast of the 

Sea of Azov in the regions of Zhdanov (formerly Mariupol), Berdiansk, 

and Nogaisk. For the most part they were burials of the local Scythian 

chiefs of the fifth century. More burials of this period have been 

investigated in the regions of Izium, Slaviansk, and Kramatorsk, at about 

twenty sites situated along the north-eastern confines of the Royal 

Scythian territory, south of the Donets. The earliest was a barrow-grave 

at Shpakovka, of the fifth century b.c. Other burials were mostly poorly 

D 81; D 82, 170-7. D iii; D 1X0, i97fF; D i8, 243; d i, 63-8. 
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furnished interments in ancient Srubnaya mounds; occasionally a bronze 

ornament was found in them but no weapons apart from a few bronze 

arrow-heads. In this respect these burials differed markedly from graves 

of the same period in the region further north, in the forest-steppe zone 

on the Vorskla and Sula (p. 586!!). In the vicinity of Kramatorsk, at 

Shcheglova, a burial of a local chief was found in a barrow, accompanied 

by his attendant and his horse; the grave had been rifled, as had almost all 

better equipped burials in this region. Traces of several short-lived 

encampments but not of any permanent settlement were recorded. 

More burials were investigated in the steppe south of the Dnieper 

bend, in the region on the river Molochne, in the area east of Skadovsk 

and in the steppe north of the Shivash, near the Crimean border.Here 

again, they were mostly secondary burials in earlier mounds of the 

Srubnaya culture, and were poorly equipped. 

The steppe country of the Crimea was also in the Scythian domain. 

The Royal Scythians seem to have been in possession of the whole 

eastern part of the Crimea up to the Straits in the seventh and early sixth 

centuries. 

Several barrow-graves, flat cemeteries, and settlements have been 

recorded in the Crimean steppe, including the Kerch peninsula. The 

camels whose bones were discovered in the upper level of the late 

Srubnaya settlement at Kirovo were evidently brought there by Scyth- 

ians.84 A few hundred burials have been excavated.They were mainly 

of the Srubnaya culture but many were of the Late Scythian period. This 

applies not only to the burials of the rank-and-file Scythians, but also to 

the princely burials. Only a few were of the late fifth century b.c. 

Crimean Scythians were a sedentary population;®® they were in some 

degree engaged in farming as well as in pastoral activities. Their 

settlements were usually situated close to small rivers now dried up. 

Investigations have revealed that the Crimea was relatively densely 

populated in the Scythian period, although no settlements but only 

traces of temporary encampments were found. It has also been estab- 

hshed that the Crimean Scythians had a considerable admixture of 

Taurians,®^ the native population of the Crimea. The impact of Greek 

culture from the Crimean colonies is well reflected in the culture of the 

Scythian nobility in the Crimea, and also in that of the Crimean Scythians 

of lesser ranks. 

Over thirty burials, all almost entirely robbed, of a considerably 

Hellenized Scythian nobihty were found in the vicinity of the Greek 

colony of Nymphaeum. The earliest interments were of the first half of 

the fifth century, the latest of the early fourth century b.c.®® 

See the various articles in d 198. d 16; d ioi, 34. 

D 218; D 217; D 103; D 101; D 207. D lOO; D 28. D 8j. D 185. 
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Noteworthy is the fact that in Scythian rank-and-file burials of the 

fifth century in this area no articles were found decorated in the Scythian 

animal style, no golden objects, no parts of horse-harness, although 

these often appeared in burials of local Scythian nobihty. Of importance 

is also the survival into the Late Scythian period of some burial customs 

and practices proper to the Late Srubnaya culture. This implies a 

continuity of settlement in the country and the adoption by the Srubnaya 

Early Scythians (see above, p. 568) of the ‘Scythian’ culture brought 

there by the immigrants. 

Scythian graves in the central and western parts of the Crimea were 

almost exclusively of the Late Scythian period. An exception is formed 

by two princely barrow-graves in the region of Simferopol, and a third 

one on the western coast of the Crimea.®’ In one of these, the Zolotoy 

Kurgan or ‘Golden Barrow’, a prince was buried around 500 b.c. The 

other barrow-grave, called ‘Kulakovskii’ after its excavator, was of 

about the mid-fifth century b.c. The third Crimean princely burial, called 

Karamerkit barrow, lay at Ak-Mechet on the western coast, and 

apparently was also of the mid-fifth century. Three gold plaques, each 

with a representation of a recumbent stag, which formed part of the 

sepulchral equipment, seem to link the buried prince with the West 

Asiatic Scythians. 

5. Other nomad Scythians 

In the steppe west and north of the lower Dnieper up to the Ingul 

(‘Panticapes’) lived the Nomadic Scythians according to Herodotus 

(iv. 54-7). But Herodotus’ description of the Dnieper and other rivers of 

the area is misleading. His mistake is to regard a large section of the 

lower Dnieper (Borysthenes) from the beginning of its bend in the north 

to the junction of the Ingulets (‘Hypacyris’) in the south as a distinct 

river, to which he gives the name of‘the Gerrhus’. His assertion (iv.56) 

that the supposed Gerrhus, ‘flowing towards the sea divides the territory 

of the Nomadic and the Royal Scythians and discharges itself into the 

Hypacyris’, clearly indicates that ‘the Gerrhus’ was only a name given to 

a section of the Dnieper-Borysthenes, and that no such distinct river 

existed. 

Climatic conditions in ancient Scythia were evidently very favourable 

for settlement during the first millennium b.c. This was the period of the 

sub-Atlantic climate, more wet and damp than today; no wonder 

therefore, that the Greeks looked upon Scythia as damp and foggy. The 

border between the steppe and forest-steppe undoubtedly lay south of 

the present one, in the Ukraine, and the steppe with its luxuriance of 

^ D 178; D 8. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



578 33<*- THE SCYTHIANS 

grass enabled the nomads to keep large herds of horse and cattle. The 

wooded country of Hylaea, extending along the lower course of the 

Dnieper, and the valleys further up the river, were well watered and 

offered good conditions for agriculture. There lived the Scythian 

AgriculturaUsts (Georgoi), whose country extended northwards ‘for a 

ten days’ journey’ (Hdt. iv. i8). 

East of the Ingul lived the Nomadic Scythians who were the western 

neighbours of the Royal Scythians. The dividing hne between the 

territories of these two tribes was formed by the lower Dnieper. The area 

of the Nomadic Scythians reached up to the Ingul, in the valley of which 

already lived the Scythian Agriculturalists. Herodotus says that all this 

country, ‘except Hylaea’, was destitute of trees, and he also emphasizes 

(iv. 19) that the Nomadic Scythians ‘neither sow at all, nor plough’. 

Recent excavations of a number of almost entire barrow-grave cemeter¬ 

ies mainly in the various regions of the steppes on the lower Dnieper 

have revealed that burials of the rank-and-file Scythians were chiefly 

secondary interments in these mounds and that only a few mounds 

contained Scythian primary graves.^ The bulk of Scythian burials were 

of the Late Scythian period, and only a few were Early Scythian. Within 

the territory of the Nomadic Scythians only a few princely graves of the 

Early Scythian period were recorded. The earliest was the barrow-grave 

from Boltyshka near Shchorsk,®' in the steppe c. 70 km west of 

Dnepropetrovsk; in it was found the upper part of a fine painted East 

Greek vase. Further west, at Annovka on the upper Ingulets, near the 

northern limit of the territory of the Nomadic Scythians, a fine Ionian 

bronze mirror was the only article saved from the contents of a princely 

barrow of c. 500 b.c.’^ Both graves evidently were those of the local 

ruling class which maintained close commercial connexions with Olbia. 

The secondary princely cremation-burial uncovered in a big mound of 

the Bronze Age called the ‘Pointed barrow’, at Tomakovka west of 

Zaporozhe,’^ is definitely attributable to the Nomadic Scythians. The 

removal of large boulders from the mound has ruined the grave, usually 

dated to the late sixth century b.c. Among the articles found there were a 

gold torque, a gold crescent-shaped plaque decorated with rows of 

twisted animals, a gold chape, and 200 bronze arrow-heads. The 

decoration on the gold articles consists of rows of Uon-heads, triangles, 

spirals, some enamelled, executed in the Oriental style adopted by the 

Scythians in Western Asia. A scabbard has its parallels in the princely 

barrows of the same period in the Crimean region of Simferopol (see 

above, p. 5 77), and the Shumeyko barrow in the country on the Sula east 

of the Dnieper.®"* It has been emphasized by some scholars that the grave- 

’Odi2;di3;D5i;d53. 142, no. 1; D i, 63f. ^ d 128, 377^; D 142, no. 26. 

” D 142, nos. 30, 33, 34, 37; D 8, 32, 292. ^ D 172, 51; D 142, no. 248. 
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goods of this burial represent a new strange element in the culture of the 

country. The prince must have been an ahen newcomer in the area, who 

had some connexions with the West Asiatic Scythians; he must have 

passed through the Tiasmin territory and the country east of the 

Dnieper. 

Of special significance are two princely burials in the neighbourhood 

of Mikhailovo-Apostolovo.’^ Both had an underground chamber or 

‘catacomb’ dug down to a depth of over 5 m. Unfortunately both had 

been ransacked, and little remained from their originally rich inventory. 

Objects worthy of note were in the Baby grave, a gold plaque decorated 

with the figure of a recumbent stag, the first example in this area, and in 

the Raskopana mound a fine decorated semi-oval bronze cauldron on a 

hollow stand. In the latter mound two skeletons and seven skulls of 

horses were found, a phenomenon hitherto unknown in the Ukrainian 

steppe and in particular among the Nomadic Scythians, but common 

already in the sixth century b.c. in the Caucasian Kuban country. This 

practice was brought into the Ukraine by the Kuban Scythians as they 

retreated before the Sarmatian Siraces. The graves have usually been 

dated c. 450 b.c., but if we take into account the time of the Scythian 

migration from the Kuban country, their graves in the new country 

should be dated to the end of the fifth century. 

The westernmost Scythian tribe of the steppe were the Alazones, who 

lived in the area where the Dniester and the Southern Bug flow closest to 

each other (Hdt. iv. 5 2). Eastwards their country seems to have extended 

up to the Ingul and to have covered the territory of the Sabatinovka 

culture of the preceding period (tenth to eighth centuries). Their 

northern neighbours were the ‘Scythian-Husbandmen’. The Alazones 

‘fed on wheat, onions, garlic, lentils and millet’ according to Herodotus 

(1V.17). This may have been true of those who lived in the valleys of the 

Southern Bug and other rivers but the economy of those who lived in the 

steppe must have been based chiefly on nomad pastorahsm. These 

‘Husbandmen’ seem to have been descendants of the indigenous people 

of the Late Bronze Age Sabatinovka culture, of Thracian or Cimmerian 

origin, who in the late second millennium were subdued first by the 

Srubnaya Iranian intruders with whom they subsequently mingled, and 

then, in the early sixth century, by the Scythians. According to V. 

Tomaschek,®* the name of the Alazones derived from Aryan ‘Ara-Zana’, 

which means ‘heterogeneous’. The non-Iranian, indigenous Thracian 

element must have considerably prevailed among the Alazones for them 

to have been given that name.^^ 

The country of the Alazones has been insufficiently investigated. 

’5 D 8, 33, 290, 292; D 142, aos. 10, 13, 18, 20-4, 29, 32, 35, 38. 

Tomaschek,‘Alazones’in P-W. ^ d 186. 
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Around 800 b.c. most settlements of the pre-Scythian Sabatinovka 

culture, situated mainly in the river valleys, were destroyed by the 

conquering Early Scythians. Many were subsequently rebuilt and 

survived at least to the sixth century b.c. The economy of the inhabitants 

was based, as before, on agriculture and animal husbandry. Archaeologi¬ 

cal remains of this period compared with those of the preceding one 

reflect the impoverishment of the population. 

6. Scjthian-Husbandmen 

To the north of the Alazones were the Scythian-Husbandmen (Aroteres) 

of Herodotus, occupying the fertile black-earth region of the forest- 

steppe zone which stretches along 250 km of the middle course of the 

Dnieper and is about 100 km wide in the south and up to 250 km in the 

region west of Kanev. Archaeological remains from the fifth to the third 

century b.c. have been listed by V. G. Petrenko.®* Some fifty burials in 

about twenty sites, known as the Middle Dnieper group, were of the 

Early Scythian period. Within it two somewhat differing groups have 

been distinguished, namely the Tiasmin or Cherkassy branch in the 

south, and the Kiev branch north of it. 

The common people of both groups were agriculturalists who ‘did 

not sow wheat for food but for sale’ (Hdt. iv. 17). They were not genuine 

Iranians but a people of Thracian stock, descendants of the people of the 

Chornoles culture, now governed by a Scythian ruling class. The earliest 

Scythian remains, found on the border of the steppe and the forest- 

steppe zones, show unmistakable Oriental and Transcaucasian features 

and links. They were presumably the archaeological traces of the West 

Asiatic newcomers who subdued the native agricultural population, and 

initiated the formation there of a coherent group of the Scythian culture 

called the Tiasmin group; it soon extended further north to form the 

Kiev group of the local Scythian culture. Remains of both groups reflect 

the organization of its warlike people into a series of smaller territorial 

units. 

The population of both groups lived in open undefended settlements, 

one of the earliest of which was that at Tarasova Gora near Zhabotin, 

founded c. 600 b.c. There were also large earthworks. That at Sharpivka 

near Zlatopol, built in the second half of the sixth century and 

abandoned in the fourth century b.c., was over 16 ha in area. It had a 

large industrial quarter, where remains of metallurgical workshops were 

found in which small implements and utensils were manufactured. In the 

debris a gold plaque with a stamped bull-head was found, and also a large 

D 146. For the Greek imports see d 142. 
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number of sherds of imported Greek and Olbian pottery, which implied 
close contact with Olbia. The earthwork at Pastyrske near Zlatopol, 
called Galushchino, had a kind of citadel-acropolis protected by a triple 
rampart; it must have been the seat of a chief or governor of the district. 
The huts of the Early Scythian period were mainly pit-dwellings, 
whereas those of the fourth and third centuries were built on the surface. 
The largest earthwork, covering 5 2 ha, was at Matronin. The ramparts 
of these earthworks had a core of hard-baked clay upon which earth was 
mounded up, and the whole was strengthened by vertical timber posts. 
The Matronin earthwork was one of several forts built along the 
southern confines of the country of the Tiasmin group. They were 
evidently built to protect the country from the assaults of the steppe 
nomads. 

Each earthwork had one or more barrow-grave cemeteries with up to 
400 mounds each, evidently burial grounds of inhabitants of the sites. 
They dated from the sixth to the third centuries. Their number points to 
a relatively dense population and attests the continuity of settlement 
during the whole Scythian period. Skeletons lay supine, seldom 
crouched; cremations also occurred. Graves in these cemeteries were of 
two distinct types. The more common were simple shafts covered with 
beams, modestly equipped and without any Greek or Oriental imports. 
The others were large, nearly square burial chambers dug in the ground, 
with posts in the corners and one in the centre supporting the roof; some 
were provided with a corridor and steps cut in the earth. Buried in these 
structures were members of the Scythian ruling class. Many graves had 
evidently been plundered soon after the funeral. The difference of types 
indicates a difference within the society. Another proof of the complexity 
of the Tiasmin society is seen in the well-fortified strongholds. Presum¬ 
ably they were inhabited by the Iranian Scythians who were descendants 
of the West Asiatic Scythians. 

The origin of the Scythian conquerors is suggested by the large 
number of parts of equipment, personal ornaments, weapons and so on 
of West Asiatic provenance found in the earliest ‘Scythian’ graves and 
settlements of the Tiasmin and Kiev groups. A large number of West 
Transcaucasian (Georgian) articles were also found:’® they were manu¬ 
factured not later than the end of the seventh century b.c., and were most 
likely brought by the Transcaucasian Scythians who joined their West 
Asiatic kinsmen in their retreat into Europe (see above, p. 560). One of 
the West Asiatic inventions was scale armour which, once introduced 
into the Ukraine, came into general use among the Scythian 
aristocracy. 

” D 95; D 93, fig. 10; D 193. >00 D 21. 
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Fig. 3 3. Gold casing of a sword hilt from the Litoi (Melgunov) barrow-grave, with a reconstruction 

drawing and details of the decoration. About 600 b.c. 

To this West Asiatic group belongs the earliest and most important 

find of the area, the Litoi barrow-grave, or Melgunov barrow.'O' It lay 

near the sources of the Ingulets, at Kutcherovka near Znamenka, about 

2 5 km north east of Kirovograd, on the southern limit of the Tiasmin 

group of the Scythian-Husbandmen, some 8 km from the Chornoles 

earthwork. This was a richly endowed royal cremation-burial of a ruler 

of West Asiatic extraction. All authorities concerned with this find 

emphasize its predominantly Oriental aspect, although they also admit 

the presence of Greek elements in the decoration of some articles. The 

sword (Fig. 33) and its scabbard were Oriental made not later than 600 

B.c. 

Of interest is the barrow-grave of the mid-sixth century excavated at 

Mala Ofirna near Fastov,*®^ south west of Kiev, one of a group of four 

D 128, 171-3; d8, 22, 29if; D 142, no. 226. d 147, 164/?. 
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mounds. It is the northernmost of all barrows of the middle Dnieper 

branch of the Scythian culture. A warrior, presumably a local chief, was 

buried there with his wife and two serfs; the skeletons of the serfs lay 

outside the main burial chamber. The timber construction of the grave 

was set on fire after the funeral, and the mound was raised over the 

cinders. The grave was furnished with weapons, horse-gear, personal 

ornaments of bronze, and several clay vessels. Horse cheek-pieces found 

there were of iron and their type was characteristic of the Early Scythian 

period in the north-west Caucasus; similar ones were found in the 

Karmir-Blur Urartian fortress destroyed by the Scythians (see above, p. 

5 5 7).*“ They suggest that the buried warrior might have belonged to the 

Western Scythian newcomers into the Ukraine. 

The area of the Tiasmin group of the Scythian culture, and possibly 

also that of the Kiev group, was undoubtedly identical with the country 

of Gerrhus which Herodotus described. We may guess that the names 

Gerrhus and Gerrhi were pre-Scythian, possibly of the Chornoles 

people, which were still in use in the time of the Early Scythian 

successors. 

Greek imported articles found in graves and earthworks were 

probably obtained in exchange for cereals and other agricultural pro¬ 

ducts exacted as tribute from the subject population. Another important 

source of wealth for the Scythian rulers was their favourable position on 

the main commercial route that connected Olbia with the hinterland. It 

ran northwards from Olbia into the centre of the Tiasmin group; then, 

after crossing the Dnieper, it turned eastwards and followed the age-old 

gold trade route to the Urals and even the Altai mountains in eastern 

Kazakhstan.‘Some Scythians frequently go there,’ wrote Herodotus 

(1V.24), ‘and the Scythians who go to them transact business by means of 

seven interpreters and seven languages.’ It is evident that Olbia was a 

most important commercial and cultural centre in the north Pontic area 

for at least two centuries and maintained very friendly relations with the 

surrounding peoples. 

A number of earthworks, a few scores of settlements and some flat 

cemeteries of the Scythian age have been recorded in the relatively wide 

strip of land along the northern coast of the Black Sea between the 

Southern Bug/Dnieper and the Dniester limans. They are attributable 

to the Callipidae or ‘Greek-Scythians’ (Hdt. iv. 17), whom some authors 

called Mixhellenes. These were considerably Hellenized ‘Scythians’, or 

rather Thracians.Remains attributable to this people have been found 

*03 D 65, 114, figs. I and 5; D 148. 

*0^ The relevant literature is given in articles of Sulimirski in BIA 7 (1968), 47-9; 8/9(1970), 122; 

*2 (*975). i5if;and 15 (1976), 225. 

*05 D 186, i5fF. *05 D 186, 25ff. See also a collection of articles in d 4. 
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also in the valley of the Southern Bug as far northwards as Voznesensk, 

and as far westwards as the Dniester. On the west side of the Dniester, in 

Bessarabia, lived the Thracian Getae, and to the north east of the coastal 

strip the ‘Scythians’, who were Thracian people under Scythian 

overlordship. 

Investigations have revealed that the Callipidae were a settled popula¬ 

tion who lived in open settlements and earthworks, several of which 

have been excavated. They were engaged in cultivating wheat, millet, 

and other crops. Animal husbandry was also of importance, and 

maritime fishing was well developed. Houses were mostly of pise on 

stone foundations, and graves, mostly flat, were grouped in small 

cemeteries. Barrow-graves have also been recorded in small groups, for 

example at Solonchaki,'^^ in which presumably the Scythian overlords 

were buried. The graves were richly furnished with Greek pottery and 

bronze objects; in an early barrow scale armour was found with daggers, 

bronze arrow-heads, and other weapons. The country around Olbia 

seems to have been under direct Olbian rule; for the settlements and 

cemeteries were purely Greek and the graves contained many Greek 

articles.'®* 

During the Early Scythian period Olbian connexions with the 

Tiasmin group of the Scythian culture were very close. Members of the 

Scythian royal family seem often to have visited the city; some even 

settled in the city or in its vicinity according to Herodotus, who has also 

described the reaction of the rank-and-file Scythians to such behaviour 

by their superiors (iv.76-80). The period ended in the late fifth century 

B.c. when a large number of settlements in the area were destroyed. 

The region on the lowest course of the Dnieper around modern 

Kherson seems to have been the country of Hylaea, ‘full of trees of all 

kinds’ (Hdt. iv. 54, 76). A richly endowed princely burial of c. 500 b.c. at 

Kherson-Rozhnovka was ruined by treasure-seekers; it was later investi¬ 

gated by V. I. Goshkevich.’®’ This was a secondary burial in an ancient 

mound. Unfortunately, not much of its inventory has been saved: 

thirteen arrow-heads and an iron blade of a knife imply that a man must 

have been buried there, but other articles must have belonged to the 

equipment of a princess or queen: four gold earrings, a necklace of gold, 

carnelian and clay beads, and a very fine Ionian bronze mirror-handle in 

the shape of a goddess. We may conjecture that a chief and his wife of the 

local branch of the Scythian Agriculturalists were buried there. Sherds of 

Ionian pottery were also found. 

The Scythian Agriculturalists seem to have lived mainly in the valley 

of the lower Dnieper. Attributable to them are settlements of the Early 

‘0^ D 34. D 215; D 214. 

109 jj 220, 5if; D 128, 375-7; D 142, nos. 17, 25, 31; d 8, 32, 291. 
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Scythian period such as Khortitsa and Nizhniy Rogatchik.^o Presum¬ 

ably to the same group belonged a series of settlements of the Early 

Scythian period along the north-western coast of the Sea of Azov, from 

Kirilovka on Lake Molochne eastwards up to about Mariupol (Zhda¬ 

nov). These settlements of the ‘Obitochnaya 12 type’ are considered to 

be a further development of the Late Bronze Age culture of the region.'*’ 

The identity of the people of these coastal settlements remains unknown. 

They were not mentioned by Herodotus. 

The territory of the Scythian-Husbandmen probably extended west¬ 

wards nearly to the region of Vinnitsa. North of it lay the territory of the 

Milogrady culture attributable to the Neuri (Hdt. 1v.17.100, 105), 

presumably a Baltic-speaking people. Herodotus says that ‘they observe 

Scythian customs’, ‘they seem to be magicians’, and ‘once every year 

each Neurian becomes a wolf for a few days and then is restored again to 

his original state’. The southern neighbours of the Scythian-Husband¬ 

men, chiefly in the steppe, were the Alazones. 

The western confines of the Scythian-Husbandmen have not been 

sufficiently investigated, and only a small number of relics of the Early 

Scythian period have been recorded. The most important relic, although 

possibly already outside the Scythian confines, is the earthwork at 

Nemirov south east of Vinnitsa, the largest earthwork in the Ukraine 

west of the Dnieper. It is about 1,000 ha in area, encircled by a rampart 

6-9 m high and up to 3 2 m wide at the base, which ran for a distance of 

some 5.5 km. A stream flows through it. It was once ruined by enemy 

action and was then reconstructed on a larger scale; the date of its 

destruction has not been established. The tentative suggestion is that the 

earthwork was constructed in the pre-Scythian period by the native popu¬ 

lation of the Holihrady culture, presumably of Thracian stock. Its first 

destruction might have been due to the conquering Scythians, and the 

second destruction, after which the site was abandoned, was probably 

connected with the advance c. 400 b.c. of eastern racial elements, 

possibly the Sauromatians. This is the date at which the ‘citadel’, 

surrounded by an additional rampart, was destroyed. The earthwork 

probably served as a refuge for the people of the surrounding country. 

Important articles found in the earthwork were sherds of East Greek 

vases of the late seventh or early sixth century b.c., and a fragment of an 

Olbian bronze mirror of the sixth century b.c. Zoomorphic figurines of 

horses and dogs, and a large number of animal bones were found in the 

kitchen refuse. 

"0 D 14. 1*1 D 91. 

112 The belief in the existence of werewolves is still current among the Byelorussian people in the 

same area. 

113 D i}2, 2oif; D 41, 84-9; and, for the Greek imports, D 142, nos. 2, 5,6, 106, 117, 131, 134. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



33<?. THE SCYTHIANS 5 86 

Another Early Scythian earthwork was investigated at Severinovka 

near Zhmerinka, about 6o km west of Nemirov.'''* Two occupation 

layers have been distinguished, one of the pre-Scythian Late Bronze 

Age, and the other of the Archaic Scythian period. When the defensive 

constructions were built, the settlement was already in existence. Several 

graves with crouched skeletons lay within the earthwork, but no 

barrow-graves of the Early Scythian period were found in the vicinity. 

The remains found in the earthwork show close parallels with those of 

the Scythian West Podolian group. No Greek imported pottery was 

present, and barrow-graves in the area were almost exclusively of the 

Late Scythian period. 

7. The country east of the middle Dnieper 

Hundreds of barrow-graves and over 150 settlements of the Scythian age 

have been recorded and investigated in the Ukrainian forest-steppe zone 

east of the middle Dnieper. The archaeological material bears a decisive 

‘Scythian’ character. Settlements, earthworks, and burials were concen¬ 

trated in the valleys of the few main rivers of the country and have been 

called after the rivers, the Sula group in the west, the Vorskla group in 

the centre, and the Donets group in the east. A smaller concentration 

appears further east, near Voronezh. These remains have recently been 

treated in a series of special monographs.Some authors consider that 

all these groups formed an entity, which they call the ‘Zolnichnaya 

culture’ (the Ash-Mounds culture).The presence of kitchen and other 

refuse in these mounds, usually close to dwellings, has not been 

explained. The Sula and Donets groups differ somewhat from each 

other; the Vorskla group shows marked deviations. 

Many earthworks of the Sula group have been recorded. Built by the 

mid-sixth century b.c., they were abandoned in the fourth century. The 

largest, at Basovka on the upper Sula,”’ is nearly 2 km long and 500 m 

wide. It had moats up to 2 m wide, and its ramparts were 8 m wide and 

about 3 m high. The core was of baked clay, as in the Tiasmin group west 

of the Dnieper. Sherds of Greek pottery and other imported articles of 

the late sixth century indicate the beginning of commercial relations with 

Greek colonies. 

Human and horse sacrifices were the exception. Instead, horse- 

harness was deposited in the grave, and in a few cases as many as eighteen 

or twenty. Cheek-pieces of bone or antler, with carved terminals, 

>•< D 160. 

The Sula group: D 69. The Vorskla group: d 90. The Donets group: d 180; d 181; d 105. 

Other, smaller groups: d 2, 134IT; d 222; d 164. 

*** E.g. D 105. 

D 68. For Greek imports see d 142, nos. 43, 64, 72, 140, 156, 181, 253, etc. 
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represent one of the most characteristic items of the Scythian horse- 

harness,'more than 120 pairs having been found in the graves of the 

Sula group alone. At the earliest stage they were frequently made of iron. 

Animal bones were identified mainly as those of domestic species, only 

10 per cent being of wild animals. The population was evidently engaged 

in agriculture and animal husbandry, hunting playing a subordinate role. 

The most striking discoveries at the Basovka earthwork were the 

bones of seventeen individuals at several parts of the site and in various 

levels of the occupation layer, mixed with bones of animals and kitchen 

refuse. These human bones were intact and unbroken. Human bones 

were also found in similar circumstances in at least seven earthworks 

within the Sula and Vorskla groups.'"* This leads us to the description by 

Herodotus of a people that lived somewhere in the region during the 

sixth and fifth centuries. He says (iv.106) ‘of these nations they are the 

only people that eat human flesh’. He calls them ‘the Androphagi’ (man- 

eaters). We may identify the Sula group as the Androphagi. We shall 

return to this theme later. 

Princely barrow-graves were mostly large in size, some being over 

20 m high and up to 90 m in diameter. Remarkable features are the 

abundance of weapons and the large number of articles of North 

Caucasian provenance, found mostly in the earliest graves of the group. 

This implies that they were brought into the country by conquering 

Scythians coming from the Caucasian area, partly no doubt from the 

Kuban group but mainly from the central North Caucasian branch. 

One of the largest barrow-graves of the Sula group and one of the 

earliest was the huge barrow ‘Starshaya Mogila’ at Aksiutintsy. Its 

grave-shaft measured 8.5 m by 5.7 m and it was 4 m deep. Partly 

plundered, it had no gold articles or Greek pottery, but there remained a 

profusion of weapons, two bronze ‘standards’ or ‘pole tops’, and many 

parts of horse harness, including 15 pairs of bits and bone or antler 

cheek-pieces. Several objects were decorated in the Scythian animal 

style. Another richly equipped princely burial was the Shumeyko 

barrow-grave of the early sixth century. The people of the group were 

probably descended from the Early Scythians who had settled in the 

North Caucasus c. 800 b.c. Around 600 they had been forced by the 

advance of the West Asiatic Scythians to move again and so entered the 

Ukrainian forest-steppe zone east of the Dnieper. They were evidently 

different from the Royal Scythians; their earliest grave-goods bore a 

marked North Caucasian character. Herodotus (iv.18) considered them 

a distinct people, not in any respect Scythian (iv.106), and called them 

the Androphagi, evidently a descriptive name, not their tribal name, 

which remains unknown. 

D 69, 106; D 67, 38fr. "9 u 29, 5J. 
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The Donets group is thought by some to be closely related to the Sula 

group. About 8o settlements, 20 earthworks and 25 barrow-grave 

cemeteries of the Early Scythian period have been recorded in the forest- 

steppe zone on the middle Donets, chiefly in the region of Kharkov and 

Izium. They are very similar but inferior to those of the Sula group. 

Burials were almost exclusively secondary ones in ancient mounds. 

Graves were at the bottom of quadrangular shafts and were usually 

covered with timber. No cremations were found. Many graves had been 

plundered in antiquity, and in a few cases human sacrifice immolations 

were noted. Graves were better furnished than contemporary ones in the 

steppe further south and contained small quantities of weapons. Life was 

evidently insecure, as we see also from the earthworks. Only a few graves 

had Greek pottery or jewellery of bronze or occasionally gold or silver. 

The burial rites show connexions with the Bondarykha'^o and other local 

cultures of the Late Bronze Age, which formed the substratum for the 

Scythian culture of the whole region. The group may be attributed to the 

Melanchlaeni. 

The Vorskla group, formed first in the late seventh century, is of 

special interest. It was created by invaders of the Chornoles culture from 

the Ukrainian forest-steppe country west of the Dnieper, who were 

probably descended from the North Caucasian Cimmerians. The flat 

cremation-burial at Butenki,'^' the southernmost point of finds of the 

Vorskla group, may be that of their leader. 

The settlements of the group were mostly ‘open’ and lay chiefly in the 

southern part of the area, whereas the earthworks were typical of the 

northern part. Huts were built at ground level, and all settlements had 

zolniks (ashy mounds) of kitchen refuse of animal bones and potsherds. 

The largest earthwork of the group was at Belsk on the Vorskla and 

may be identified with the ‘wooden town of Gelonus’ (Hdt. iv.io8),'22 

which consisted of three distinct earthworks and an encircling rampart 

30 km long. Two earthworks of the mid- and late-seventh century lie 

within the enclosed area of 4,020 ha but are 5 km distant from each other. 

The third, the Kuzeminskoe earthwork, was built in the fourth century 

to defend the adjoining river port. The earlier earthworks were inha¬ 

bited by different peoples, the indigenous Budini and the Geloni. 

The eastern earthwork was a political and industrial centre. Traces of 

many workshops were found, and copper and iron were smelted from 

ores brought from outside. Potsherds in the lower strata were of the 

same type and kind as those of the Chornoles culture of the forest-steppe 

west of the Dnieper. The western earthwork, on the other hand, had 

pottery deriving from a local ware of the Bondary kha culture of the pre- 

Scythian period, and kindred to that of the Sula and Donets groups. 

D 67, z6ff. *2* D 89, 66ff, D 184, 96, fig. I. 
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Noteworthy was the find in the western earthwork of a bronze flange- 

hilted sword of Naue Ila type*^ of Central European provenance. The 

large amount of Greek pottery found in both earthworks implies that the 

site was an important commercial emporium on the Olbian eastern trade 

route in the fifth century b.c. (Hdt. iv.24). 

Barrow-graves formed larger cemeteries which were mostly attached 

to a settlement or earthwork. That at Machukhy consisted of over 150 

mounds. Burials were for the most part poorly furnished. Two richly 

furnished graves c. 500 b.c. deserve mention, both at Lukhachevka, not 

far from the Belsk earthwork. A rare object for this area was a decorated 

wooden bow-case at Opishlanka and a quiver at Vitova Mogila. The 

decoration consisted of rows of small figures pressed from below on thin 

gold plates, representing undefined animals in the one case, and rows of 

panthers, ibexes, and griffins in the other. All the figures were typical of 

West Asiatic decorative art. 

Finally, the isolated Scythian group south of Voronezh should be 

mentioned. Its settlements, earthworks, and best known cemeteries, at 

Mastiugino and ‘Chastye Kurgany’,'24 Jq not differ from those of the 

Sula and Donets groups. What is striking is the relatively large amount 

of Greek pottery and of other imports, which were probably due to the 

position of the Voronezh group on the Olbian trade route. Connexions 

with Olbia were very lively from late in the sixth until the end of the fifth 

century, when they ceased altogether. They were replaced by Bosporan 

connexions, which were consequent on the rise of the Sarmatians who 

supplanted the Scythians. 

8. Conclusion 

In this short account of the origins and the distribution of the Scythian 

tribes it has not been possible to discuss in detail the culture, the way of 

life and the internal organization of the various peoples. The written 

sources tell us little of the tribal rulers, their names and their sequence, 

and the narrative which Herodotus has given of the invasion of Scythia 

by Darius is reserved for Volume iv. However, the study of the funeral 

rites and of the equipment which has been found in the graves reveals 

that in the early stages the social differences within each tribe were not 

very marked. Later the differences became greater, especially in those 

tribes or groups of tribes which subdued ahen peoples. 

Considerable transformations in the cultural and political scenery of 

ancient Scythia and the adjacent countries took place during the late fifth 

and early fourth century. These were a consequence of the advance from 

the east of the Sarmatian tribes, who ultimately mingled with the 

See D 27; D 71; D i8j; D 184; d >53. d jo. 
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Scythians and were absorbed. Thereby the Early Scythian period came 
to an end. The Late Scythian period, which followed, had a hybrid 
culture, to which several factors made their contribution, but principally 
the traditions of the Early Scythian period and the culture of the 
Sarmatian invaders. The history of that period lies beyond the scope of 
this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 33^ 

THRACE BEFORE THE PERSIAN ENTRY INTO 

EUROPE 

G. MIHAILOV 

r. SOURCES 

The sources for this period are neither rich nor of a consistent value. Of 

contemporary literary sources we have first the evidence of the Homeric 

poems,' then some very scanty passages in Hesiod, a few fragments of 

lyric poets such as Archilochus and Alcaeus, to which may be added 

some data, fragmentary and imprecise, in the logographers, especially 

Hecataeus. The historians Herodotus and Thucydides provide valuable, 

if limited, information. In later Greek and Latin literature can be found 

statements directly bearing on our period, for example in Aristotle or 

Strabo, or in the scholia of Homer or of Apollonius Rhodius. There are 

in addition indirect literary references; they are concerned with later 

events, but show a process of evolution from earlier times. To this first 

category of sources should be added the material evidence provided by 

archaeologists, which is, however, in itself not very rich. 

II. A GEOGRAPHICAL SUMMARY 

After the migrations during the second half of the second millennium 

and the first centuries of the first millennium, the Thracians were settled 

in an extensive area stretching from the Euxine (Black) Sea to the 

neighbourhood of the Axius (Vardar), and from the Aegean Sea to the 

Transdanubian lands (below. Section IV). They straddled the Propontis 

(the Sea of Marmora), and had a foothold also in the Troad and in 

Bithynia. 

Geographically, their country offers a varied picture of mountains and 

plains watered by many wide rivers and their tributaries. To the north, 

‘ It has to be borne in mind that there arc great difficulties in extracting historical facts from the 
world of the Homeric poems. Containing many layers of traditions, they often interpret ‘the past’ in 
contemporary terms, and treat the ‘present’ in a manner archaic and traditional for the purposes of 
epic. Similarly, the ‘present’ does not lend itself to a precise chronology; it stretches over a span of 
several centuries, from the ninth or eighth centuries to the time of Pisistratus, in whose court it 
seems the poems reached their final literary form. This all naturally affects those passages which 
concern the Thracians. See d Z46A. 
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Map 14. Thrace. 
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Thrace is divided into two parts by the Stara Planina or Balkan range (the 

ancient Haemus), 550 km in length with an average width of 50 km and 

an average height of 73 5 m (highest peak 2,3 76 m). It is pierced by passes 

in several places. In the south, there is the Sredna Gora range, 285 km 

long and no more than 50 km wide, and fairly low (highest summit 1,604 

m), whose ancient name we do not know (if it had one), as it might not 

have been considered an independent feature. Further to the south rises 

the impressive bulk of the mountains of Rhodope, 240 km long and 100 

km wide, with an average height of 785 m (highest peak 2,191 m). Like 

the Stara Planina and the Sredna Gora, this area provides fairly good 

living conditions. Adjoining this range is Rila, the highest mountain in 

the Balkan peninsula, with an average height of 1,487 m (highest peak 

2,925 m), a wild and desolate mountain, with more than 150 glacial lakes 

at a height of 2,100-2,400 m. Its ancient name was apparently Dunax or 

Donuca.2 Close alongside Rila is Pirin Planina, which extends into 

inhospitable rocky escarpments between the valleys of the Mesta 

(Nestus) and the Struma (Strymon) and harbours more than 120 lakes at 

a height of nearly 2,000 m (highest peak 2,015 m). Its ancient name is 

unknown, but as it represents a natural extension of Rila, it is reasonable 

to suppose that the whole range of Rila and Pirin bore the name of 

Dunax. Between Stara Planina and Rila is Mt VitoSa, the ancient 

Scombrus (or Scomius or Scopius),^ which does not cover a very large 

area — 20 km long and about 19 km wide — but is relatively high (2,290 

m). To the west rises a long range of mountains which separates the 

valley of the Strymon from that of the Axius, Osogovska Planina, about 

110 km long and 49 km wide (highest peak 2,252 m), Vlahina Planina 

(Pastusa; highest peak 1,924 m) and Malesevska Planina (highest peak 

1,744 m), the last apparently identifiable as the ancient Cercine.^ To the 

extreme south rises Belasica, the ancient Orbelus (highest peak 2,029 

If the Orbelus of Herodotus (v. 16) is Belasica, it is not always so for some 

later writers: the name was used to include other mountains in the 

vicinity. For lack of accurate information, Orbelus was for Arrian 

(Anab. 1.1.4-6.) merely the southern ramifications of Pirin.^ Not far 

from Belasica is Krusa Planina, the ancient Dysoron (1,179 ^i)- One 

should mention also Parnar-dag or Kusnica, the ancient Pangaeum 

(1,872 m). Finally, along the length of the Euxine Sea stretches the 

Strandza Planina which is 260 km in length and as wide as 80—90 km in 

places, not high (highest peak 1,051 m) but fairly difficult to surmount. 

Its early name is unknown, for the ‘mons Asticus’ of the Peutinger Table 

is not Thracian, the name being taken from the tribe of the Astae. 

2 The sources are in d 228, 153. The description of the Donuca mountain in Livy XL.58 suits it 

well; see d 237 i, 242-3. 

3 D 228, 459. ^ D 237 I, 167. 5 D 257 I, i67f; D 240, i98f. 
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To the north flows the Danube, the ancient Istros or Danuvius, which 

irrigates a large area of Thrace, and whose tributaries are the great rivers 

Morava (the ancient Margus-Brongus), Timok (Timacus), Lom 

(Almus), Cibrica (Ciabrus), Ogosta (Augusta?), Iskar (Oscius, Oescus), 

Vit (Utus), Osam (Asamus), Jantra (Athrys, leterus), and Rusenski Lom 

(Almus? Artanes?). The Kamcija (Panysus) discharges its waters into the 

Black Sea. In antiquity, there were yet other rivers since dried out, such 

as the Noes (Hdt. iv.49), which apparently flowed near the township of 

Novae (Svistov).^ The rivers which flow south are the great Marica river 

(Hebrus), with its three main tributaries, the Tundza (Tonzus), Arda 

(Ardescus, Artescus), and Ekrene (Agrianes, Erginus), and to the west, 

the Mesta (Nestus) and the Struma (Strymon). The Vardar (Axius), 

whose tributaries are the Bregalnica (Astibus), the Cerna (Erigon) and 

lesser rivers, drains a large area which was inhabited in antiquity by 

several tribes of differing ethnic origins. 

The area had relatively few lakes, some of which have been drained 

recently. They were mainly in the southern regions: Derkos (Delcus), 

Ismaris, Tahino (Cercenitis), Butkovo (Prasias), Burugjol (Bistonis), 

Belikgjol (Bolbe), and, near the Danube delta, the Raselm lagoon 

(Halmyris, Salmyris). 

Thrace possessed some very large fertile plains: the Danubian plain, 

the plain of Marica, and the coastal sector facing the Aegean up to the 

Vardar, as well as the plain of Serdica and the valleys of the Mesta, 

Struma, Bregalnica, and Morava. 

The country contained many forests, whose timber was much valued 

by the Greeks for ship-building. It was rich in fish and game; special 

mention should be made of bufelo and bison in Maedica and Paeonia, 

and even panther and lion in Aegean Thrace, which later all vanished. In 

addition, some parts of Thrace were fairly rich in precious metals and in 

iron and copper ores, and in particular gold and silver were mined in 

Aegean Thrace: on Mt Pangaeum, in Thasos, on Mt Dysoron, and Mt 

Bermium. Some rivers had gold-bearing sand. 

III. MIGRATORY MOVEMENTS AND THE CIMMERIAN PROBLEM 

After the confused period of the great migrations, late in the second 

millennium and early in the first millennium, Thrace experienced a 

relatively calm period. The movements of tribes — which hardly ceased 

before the Roman epoch — were more or less partial, and were not 

reflected in the general physiognomy of the country ethnically speaking; 

‘ D 228,332. V. Georgiev correctly explains the rivets Atlas, Auras, Tibisis, Noes, and Atunesas 

southern tributaries of the Danube, but his identifications are hypothetical; cf. for the identification 

of Artanes, d 256. 
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this was the period of consolidation for the Thracian people. A more 

considerable change took place in the region to the east of the lower 

Axius, where the Thracian tribes had to endure Macedonian conquest 

(below, Section IV). The Cimmerian problem merits special attention. 

Between the years 700 and 650 b.c., the Cimmerians, under pressure 

from the Scythians, overran Asia Minor (Hdt. iv.ii—12; vii.20). Some 

sources give them as allies the Treres and the Edones (Strab. 1.3.21; 

XIV.4.8; St. Byz. 97.16), which indicates that a wave must have passed 

through the Balkans and the Propontid area.^ Thucydides (11.96.4) 

speaks of the Treres in Thrace in the Serdica region, while a rather 

obscure text of Strabo (1.3.18) places them ‘with the Thracians’ near 

Lake Bistonis, evidence which probably means that they were new¬ 

comers amongst the original inhabitants of the region.® This tradition is 

somewhat confused, especially as Strabo treats the Treres of Asia Minor 

sometimes as Cimmerians (1.3.18, cf. xiv.i.io), and sometimes as 

Thracians (xiii.i.8, cf. also St. Byz. 634.3), which leads one to conclude 

that the European Treres had nothing in common with the Treres from 

Asia Minor who were allies of the Cimmerians.’ As for the Edoni or 

Edones’o - whose principal tribes were the Edones, the Mygdones, and 

the Sithones (Strab. vii fr. 11), to whom one might add the Odones, the 

Panaei, and, with reservations, the Bistones’' - one imagines that, 

profiting from their alliance with the Cimmerians, they occupied 

Mygdonia and advanced their realm as far as the Axius, where were 

already established the Sinti and the Paeonian tribe of the Siriopaeones. 

To support the hypothesis that the Cimmerians crossed all that wide area 

as far as the Axius basin and penetrated even into Epirus, an apparently 

decisive argument has been put forward, namely the presence of objects, 

especially horse-trappings, of a ‘Cimmerian’ type, even at Dodona. 

However, recently the existence of objects of this type in all the areas 

where they are found has been accounted for in another way. It has been 

maintained that they are due to the influence of Near Eastern art which 

made its way to the north by two independent routes: in Scythia through 

the Caucasus region, and in Thrace by crossing the Dardanelles.Given 

then that the literary sources are scanty in the extreme and unreliable, and 

that the archaeological evidence is open to differing interpretations, one 

cannot be at all sure whether the changes in these areas were due to a 

Cimmerian invasion. For a second possibility exists: that the changes 

^ D 261, 75-8; D 240, 427-9; and D 253, V. See above, pp. 5 5 jf. 8 023711,18. 

9 D 262. '0 The forms in o 228, i97f. 

> * If one can give credit to the evidence that the mythical ancestors Edonos, Mygdon, Biston, and 

Odomas were brothers, St. Byz. 171.8, Parthen. narr. 6; see o 240, 428. 

‘2 D 260, 125. 
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were instigated by the migration of the Phrygians in Asia Minor around 

800 b.c.'3 It is probably with this migration that one should relate the 

movement in Asia Minor of certain Thracian tribes or groups of tribes, 

such as the Edones (St. Byz. 97.16) and the Mygdones,'"* as previously 

the Bithyni who left the area of the lower Strymon at the time of the 

migration of the Mysi.'^ 

IV. THE THRACIAN TRIBES 

A formal enumeration of all the Thracian tribes which were known to 

the sources, without consideration of chronology, would provide a 

more or less unbalanced picture of the elements of the Thracian people 

and their role in the history of the country. Each historical period has 

concerned itself with those tribes which were involved in the events of 

that period, and thus one can arrive at a chronological stratification. In 

spite of the correctness of this principle, a description, however short, of 

the main tribes can provide, on the one hand, an idea of the great tribal 

variety which is seen in the historical aspect of these people, and, on the 

other, the great transformations which have taken place through the 

ages. At the same time, one must remember that the irregular and 

inadequate nature of the evidence prevents us from reaching exact 

conclusions in most cases. If one glances even casually at Map 14, one 

will come to the conclusion that the areas north of the Haemus were 

occupied by very widespread but not at all numerous tribes, and the 

further south one goes, the more numerous and the smaller the tribes 

become. This unbalanced picture is due to the fact that our information 

for the southern areas is fuller and more detailed, because these tribes had 

closer links with the Greek world. 

We have no way of knowing what the ‘Thracians’ called themselves, if 

indeed they had a common name. The name occurred in Homer and 

Hesiod in the eighth and seventh centuries, before there was any idea of a 

national Thracian identity. Thus the name Thracians and that of their 

country, Thracia, were given by the Greeks to a group of tribes 

occupying the territory described above (Section II). The origins of the 

name are not clear;*^ but it is probable that at first the names applied only 

to a very restricted area and group of people, and that later they covered a 

whole region occupied by tribes of the same ethnic origin. 

Leaving to one side the Dacians and their ethnic relationship with the 

‘Thracians’, the first Thracians who lived south east of them were the 

Cf. D 240, 4iof; D 238, i2f, i6f. The sources: d 228, 3o6f. 

'5 The sources: d 228, 3o6f. d 245. 
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Getae, who formed a large group consisting of several tribes.'^ The 

Getae occupied a vast territory on both banks of the Danube; on the left 

bank approximately to the east of the Alutas, and on the right bank in the 

Dobrudza area, into which other tribes, both Thracian and non- 

Thracian, penetrated in their turn: Crobyzi, Scythae, and Sarmatae, after 

which the Dobrudza was called Scythia Minor. But it seems that at a 

period before the fifth century the Getae bordered upon the Moesi, if we 

are to give credit to Dio Cassius (LI.27: ‘in former times, the Moesi and 

the Getae occupied all the region between the Haemus and the Istros’). It 

is very likely that the situation was the same on the left bank. The sources 

do not tell us which tribes comprised the Getic group. However, a text of 

Hellanicus (FGrH 4 f 73), associates the Crobyzi as well as the Terizi 

(from the Tirizian promontory) with the Getae, who ‘immortalize’ (Hdt. 

IV.94), that is, ‘render immortal’ by ritual. The Crobyzi were a sub¬ 

group of the Getae tribes. Already known to Hecataeus (FGrH i f 170), 

they are grouped by Herodotus (iv.49) with the Thracians. He knew of 

them to the east of the Asamus, in the basin of the rivers Athrys, Noes, 

and Artanes. Later, one sees them much more to the east, in the 

hinterland of Odessus and Callatis (Ptol. 111.10.4. cf. Strab. vii.5.12, 

Scymn. 145, 750, 756); it is probable that the Crobyzi were displaced by 

pressures from the Triballi, and their drift continued during the period 

of domination by the latter. Getic tribes were probably the Aedi, the 

Scaugdae and the Clariae (Pliny N.H. iv.41).'® The cultural level of some 

Getic tribes was so low that they lived in ‘houses’ dug into the earth 

(such underground villages are known among Phrygians and Arme¬ 

nians). The Greeks called them Troglodytae (Strab. vii.5.12). 

As stated above, to the west of the Getic tribes lived the Moesi (Dio 

Cass. LI.27), whose territory also stretched along the left bank of the 

Danube (Strab. vii.3.2). According to tradition, a large number of them 

had emigrated to Asia Minor (Strab. vii.3.2) before the Trojan War 

(Strab. XII.8.4.). Herodotus’ statement (vii.20: cf. vii.75 and v.12) that 

the Mysi and the Teucri passed, before the Trojan War, from Asia into 

Europe by the Bosporus, subjugated the Thracians and reached the 

Principal sources: d 228, io3f. They were known in antiquity as Getae, and almost never as 

Thracians, which caused them to be called by some scholars ‘Thraco-Getae*. This term is incorrect. 

Our primary source, Hdt. iv.95, tells us that ‘the Getae arc the bravest and the most just amongst the 

Thracians*. The evidence is categorical and leaves no doubt as to their Thracian origins. It is 

supported by Strabo vn.3.2 (‘The Greeks considered the Getae as Thracians’). In another passage in 

Strabo vii.3.12, the Getae arc connected with the Dacians, which allows some scholars to talk of 

‘Daco-Getac’. But the logic of the evidence is more to the effect that the Dacians belonged also to the 

Thracian group without having been called Thracians, owing to their position remote from the rest 

of the group, and their separate historical development. But given that the Getae were Thracian, and 

thus spoke a Thracian dialect, the evidence of Strabo vn.3.13, that ‘the Dacians speak the same 

language as the Getae’, links the Dacians with the group who spoke the Thracian language. 

The three last-named tribes Detschew (d 228 s.w.) identifies as ‘Sonderstamme des getischen 

Inlandes’. 
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river Peneus in Thessaly and the Ionian (Adriatic) Sea, is enigmatic 

because it is not verifiable. Still, an invasion or migration from the east to 

the west is not in principle impossible. The first reference to the Moesi as 

Mysi, which is the traditional form for them in Asia Minor, is in Homer 

{I/. XIII. 1-7), and it remains almost the only one up to the first century 

B.c. with the exception of a brief fragment of Hellanicus {FGrH z f 

74= St. Byz. 427) which is a problem; the evidence reappears with the 

entry of the Romans into the Balkans.*’ Even after the migration of the 

Asiatic Mysi, the Moesi remained sufficiently numerous, consisting of 

several tribes, for the Romans to call the province Moesia. Pliny speaks 

of the ‘Moesic tribes’ (N.H. rv.3 ‘Moesiacae genres’), but their names 

remain almost unknown; in the Roman period, the tribes of the Artakioi 

(Dio Cass. LI.27.1) or Artakai (St. Byz. 127.23)^0 were known. 

South of the Moesi were the Triballi. Most of the ancient authors 

designate them as Thracians (Strab. vii.3.8; vii.5.6; vii.5.11),^* and those 

names which have been preserved, both human and geographical, 

suggest that their origin is Thracian rather than Illyrian.22 It is true that 

writers refer to them quite often as a separate entity from the Thracians,2^ 

but this is owing to their reputation as an important tribe, paralleled for 

example by the Getae being referred to as a separate unit. They could not 

possibly have been Illyrians. The fact that St. Byz. (634.8) designates 

them as of Illyrian ethnic origin is due to his mistaken interpretation of a 

passage of Aristophanes (Ap. 1520—2), which was his source. The 

mythical genealogy in Appian {Ill.z) which links in kinship the Triballi, 

the Illyrians, and the Paeones is a later speculation and has no more 

validity than the Thracian genealogy in Antoninus Liberalis (21). 

Appian, it is true {lH-i), formally describes them as Illyrians, but in the 

same passage he describes the Scordisci also as Illyrians. This opinion 

can be accounted for by the fact that at first they lived in the borderland 

between Thrace and Illyria.2“* According to the evidence of Herodotus 

(iv.49), ^**d of Thucydides (11.96; iv.101.5), we can place, in the fifth 

century, the large group of Triballi in the vast region of middle Morava, 

including the plain of Nis (Naissus) and the Nisava valley; to the east, 

their neighbours were the Treres and the Tilataei. It is likely that they 

had occupied these territories from the earliest times. In the fourth 

century, in the time of Philip and Alexander, they are found in the region 

” Papazoglu (0250,434-6) suggests that this long silence could be explained by the fact that the 

Moesi should be understood to be included under the name of the Getae; this is naturally in the 

nature of a hypothesis only. 

“ Cf D 2JO, 435 n. 141. See D 237 it, 20 with n. i. 

“ D 237 II, 20 n. 2, 23 j, 25-7 20 n. i, and the texts in d 250, 573-86. 

Amongst those recently concerned with the Triballi, B. Gerov (d 237 ii, 20 (bibl.)) has 

asserted, in my opinion correctly, their Thracian origin, while F. Papazoglu (0250,67-81) considers 

them to be a separate ethnic group with an inter-mixture of Thracian and Illyrian elements. 
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between Ciabrus and Utus, which had previously belonged to the eastern 

Moesian tribes; naturally, some Triballi remained in their original 

territory, but they are no longer mentioned.^s 

Before they moved eastwards in the fourth century, the Triballi were 

the western neighbours of the Treres and the Tilataei who occupied in 

general the region of Serdica: to the north of the mountain of Scombrus 

(Vitosa) and to the east as far as the river Oescus (Iskar), according to 

Thucydides’ description (11.96). We have referred to the Treres above 

(Section III); the Tilataei are known only through the evidence of 

Thucydides. These two tribes were probably assimilated by the Triballi 

during their advance eastwards, and have disappeared from the 

sources. 26 

In place of the vanished Treres and Tilataei, we later find the Serdi for 

whom there is no evidence before the end of the first century b.c. It has 

for long been supposed on convincing linguistic and archaeological 

grounds that this tribe was of Celtic origin; it established itself during the 

period of the Celtic invasions at the end of the fourth century and the 

beginning of the third century, and was gradually ‘Thracianized’ over 

the centuries while still preserving some of its national traditions up to a 

relatively late date.22 

There is no doubt that the Agrianes and the Laeaei who occupied the 

land on the uppermost reaches of the river Strymon were Paeones; the 

evidence of Thucydides and of other later authors is conclusive (Thuc. 

11.96, Appian, III. 41, cf. St. Byz. zi.13, Hesych. 67). The only writer who 

describes the Agrianes (under the form Agrii) as Thracians, is Theopom- 

pus (f 257(a)), but his evidence, isolated as it is, carries less weight.28 

To the south of these two tribes lived the Dentheletae,^® in the 

neighbourhood of the towns of Stanke Dimitrov and of Kjustendil 

(Pautalia), as well as in the mountains to the west towards the valleys of 

the Morava and the Vardar. Probably the Agrianes and the Laeaei were 

25 See B. Gerov (d 237 ii, 20-4 and 5 5—62 (bibl.)), according to whom the migrating Celts had set 

the Illyrian tribes in motion, and the Autariatae (together with other tribes) had chased out the 

Triballi and occupied their land. Against the opinion of A. Mocsy (d 247, 89 n. 5, i03ff) that the 

central area of the Triballi was always sited (even in the fifth century) to the east, that is towards the 

Oescus, see the objection of B. Gerov (d 237 iv, 35f). F. Papazoglu (d 250, 46-52) does not share 

Gerov's view, and supports, without success, the early view that the Triballi had always lived 

between Morava and Iskar (Oescus). Latterly A. Fol (d 252, 9-25) sees in the movements of the 

Triballi eastwards the expansion of a state similar to that of the Odrysae in the fifth century and 

rivalling them. 

26 D 237II, 17; D 232, 23. There exists however some evidence in Pliny, N.H. iv.5 5, which speaks 

of the Treres to the west in Illyria: mox in ora lchnae,fluvius Axius. Ad huncfinem Dardani, Treres, P teres 

Macedoniam accolunt. For possible explanation of this information see Gerov (d 237 ii, 19), who is 

inclined to accept that it reports a former situation; it stems probably from Varro, whose sources 

were no earlier than the time of Philip and Alexander. On Pliny’s sources, see also d 237 ii, 60 and 67. 

27 D 237 II, (30-), 41—5, tv, 37-8, addenda. 28 d 2jy 231 n. 7. 

29 The forms of the name: d 228, 115f. 
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overwhelmed by them. The first reference to them is found in Theopom- 

pus {FGrH 115 f 221 = St. Byz. 217.21), in connexion with certain events 

around the year 340; they continued to occupy this area throughout the 

Roman era.^ 

Their southern neighbours were the Maedi.^’ Their territory extended 

along the valley of the central Strymon between the Kresna Pass and the 

Rupel Pass, but probably included also the plain of Blagoevgrad 

(Scaptopara). The Pirin mountain separated them to the east from the 

Digerri and from some Bessi tribes. To the west, the area of the upper 

and middle Astibus (Bregalnica) formed part of their territory. Beyond 

the Rupel Pass, they bordered upon the Sinti who also occupied the 

upper reaches of the Pontus (Strumica), whose lower course flowed 

through the Maedica. From the time of their first mention for the year 

429 (Thuc. 11.98), they continued to live in this area up to the late Roman 

period.32 Earlier, certain tribes of the Maedi emigrated to Asia Minor, 

where they were known under the name of the Maedobithyni.33 One can 

only surmise the reasons for their migration; was it perhaps connected 

with the Phrygian migration and the Illyrian expansion, and had it some 

connexion with the migration of the Bithyni? As for the Sinti, they never 

occupied the Strymon valley north of the Rupel Pass where certain 

scholars place them.3^ Whether there was any relationship between the 

Sinti and the Homeric Sinties at Lemnos (//. 1.59 3—4), it is not possible to 

say with any confidence. Strabo (vii fr. 46) identifies the Sinti with the 

Sinties, but in another passage (xii.3.20) he writes that the Sinties later 

called themselves Sinti, then Sai and Sapaei: it is evident that the 

tradition is utterly confused, for the Sai and Sapaei are associated with 

one another because they occupied the same territory, but they have 

nothing in common with the Sinti and the Sinties. 

To the west of the Strymon as far as the basin of the lower Axius, 

extensive territories belonged to the Thracians, who in the course of the 

seventh and sixth centuries contracted eastwards under pressure from 

the Macedonians. We learn of this process from Thucydides (n.99), who 

describes the situation in Lower Macedonia in 429 under Perdiccas. 

From this text we see that before the Macedonian conquest, from west to 

east, the Thracian tribes lived as follows: the Pieres to the south of the 

Haliacmon; the Bottiaei between the Haliacmon and the Axius, in the 

Lydias basin; to the east of the Axius, the Edones, who had been driven 

out of Mygdonia, where only Mygdones remained; to the north of the 

Mygdones, the Crestonaei, who occupied the upper reaches of the 

“ D 237 I, 226—30. 

Undue imponance is attached to Maedus figuring in the genealogy of Illy tins by Hammond (d 

240, 422, 427), who believes the Maedi were Illyrians. 

“ D 237 I, 159-6), bibl. Moijy, « D 250 A, 366-8; D 240, 197. 
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Echedorus, whose lower course ran through Mygdonia; and to the east 

of these last two tribes, the Bisaltae. After the Macedonian conquest, the 

situation was as follows: the Mygdones in Mygdonia; the Crestonaei in 

Crestonia, and to the east, up to the Strymon, the Bisaltae; in Chalcidice, 

the Crousi in the Crousis, the Bottiaei in Bottice, and the Sithones in the 

two little peninsulas of Sithone and Pallene.^^ 

The Mygdones were an Edonian tribe, Strabo (vri fr. 11): ‘Of the 

Edones some call themselves Mygdones, some Edones {’’HScuves, app. 

cr. ”C28ov€s?), some Sithones.’ We cannot say if the form Odones 

(’’QSoves), is preferable here, but such a form did exist, and it is difficult 

to dissociate it from the Edones ('’HSwpeg). St. Byz. (706. 8) has listed a 

Thracian tribe ’’QSoves adjoining the Maedi, and Athenaeus (xv.683 a-b) 

cites the toponym ’QSovirj, quoting Nicander. On the other hand, 

Hesychius tells us that the ancient name of Thasos, before its Greek 

colonization, was Odonis (’OScopts), which ought to indicate that an 

Edonian tribe had occupied this island too. These Odones (’'QSoues), 

who were neighbours of the Maedi, could not have been very far 

removed from the Odomanti or Odomantes, whose name undoubtedly 

relates to the Odo-group (’QSo- or ’OSco-). The Odomanti occupied part 

of the region between the Strymon and Nestus to the north of the 

Angites, and are mentioned in connexion .with the campaigns of 

Megabazus in 512 b.c. and of Sitalces in 429 b.c. (Hdt. v.i6; vii.112; 

Thuc. 11.101.3; V.6.1; cf Aristoph. Acharn. 157). In the time of Strabo, 

they were still in that area. South of the Angites and the Odomanti were 

the Edones and the Pieres, who had found their new home here. To the 

north of the Odomanti, also east of the Strymon, lived the Panaei (Thuc. 

II. 101.3), who also belonged to the Edonian group (St. Byz. 499.3); it 

was an unimportant tribe, and after Thucydides it is not mentioned again 

in the sources. 

To the east of the Edonian group, towards the right bank of the 

Nestus, are found the Droi, who are mentioned only once by Thucydides 

(11.101.3; for the year 429 b.c.), their neighbours the Dersaei, known to 

Herodotus (vii. 11 o; for the year 480 b.c.) and Thucydides (ii. loi. 3),^® and 

the Saei. It is reasonable to site the last mentioned opposite Thasos. The 

fragment 6 (Diehl) of Archilochus, where the poet describes how he had 

his shield stolen by a Saean, does not justify us in concluding that the Saei 

lived in the island of Thasos, for before the arrival of the Greeks on the 

island it was known as Odonis (see above). It is less Likely that the Saei 

came to attack the colonists than that the latter gave battle to these 

D 240, 123-62, 176-91, 430-9; the sources: D 228, s.vv. 

36 It is not known for certain whether they are the same as the Darsii (St. Byz. 220.6, after 

Hecataeus), as Detschew (d 228,120) believes. On the possibility of a connexion of the name of the 

Dersaei (Jepaatot) with that of the ‘strategia’ Dresapaike {ApTfoanaiKi/j)^ see D 242, 40—1. 
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Thracians on the mainland in order to conquer the coastal strip.But it 

is possible to accept the evidence that in archaic times the Saei also hved 

on the island of Samothrace (Strab. x.2.17, etc.).According to Strabo 

they occupied the mainland opposite also and were the same as the 

Homeric Sinties or the historical Sapaei, or ‘others’, but these statements 

are not plausible and maybe arise from later learned speculations (see also 

above). According to Hesychius, the Saei were in former times the 

Cicones, but in fact the Saei and the Cicones were contemporaneous^’ 

and are here confused on account of the proximity of their territories. 

To the east of the Nestus lies the country of the Bistones with the lake 

Bistonis. After Herodotus (vii.iio), who mentions them in connexion 

with Xerxes’ march, they figure mainly in the legendary tradition.“*0 

North east of them lived the Trausi, whom Livy (xxxviii.41.5) places in 

188 B.c. to the east of the Hebrus, in the hinterland of Maronea and 

Aenus,'*' and with their name one must associate the name of the river 

Trauus which flows into Lake Bistonis (Hdt. vii. 109; today KaradSasu). 

Their disappearance from the sources can be accounted for by their 

subjugation by the Sapaei. These latter were known from the time of 

Herodotus until the Roman epoch with the Sapaean dynasty (Hdt. 

VII. 109; Appian, B.C. iv. 368; etc.).'’^ East of the Bistones lie the Cicones, 

in whose land Maronea is situated. According to Pliny (N.H. iv.43; 

Mela 11.28, Solin. x.7), they occupied all the maritime zone as far as the 

Hebrus. They were known from the time of Homer, and Herodotus 

mentions them in connexion with Xerxes’ expedition; but later they 

mostly figure in the mythological tradition.It ought to be accepted that 

they were subdued by the Sapaei, and perhaps, to the east, in the 

hinterland of the Aenus, by the Corpili. The description in Livy 

(xxxviii.40—i) of the march of Cn. Manlius Vulso through Aegean 

Thrace in 188 b.c."^ and of the march of Brutus and Cassius in Appian 

{B.C. IV.368-73 and 426-3 8) by the same route, allows us to site this tribe 

in the hinterland of Aenus. Apart from Livy {loc. the Corpili are 

D 251, 16, 52—4. See D 228, 4iof. 

The sources: d 228, s.vv. ^ Evidence in d 228, 72. 

The passage in Herodotus v.5-4, where their name is first mentioned, does not indicate the 

location of their territory. ^2 Some sources: D 228, 421. 

Sources: D 228, 245. The Homeric text (//. 11.846) gives no justification for seeing the Cicones 

as non-Thracian, ‘perhaps related to the Thracians’, as is the opinion ofV. Velkov (0257, 289^. Sec 

the objections of G. Mihailov and V. Georgiev, 524 and 329. 

** The Corelli in the passage quoted from Livy are without doubt a corruption of Corpili (d 228, 

254 s. KopniXot). Relying on the passage in Livy, I. Vcnedikov(D 258A, 51—88) places, correctly, the 

‘Passes of the Corpili’ not to the west of the Hebrus as has been done up to now, but to the east of the 

river. That this tribe extended to the east of the Hebrus he concluded also from the evidence of 

Demosthenes (xil-5): Aion€tdrjg etV ;(c6/>av Kpw^vXrjv fikv Kai njv Tiptaraaiv (on the 

coast of the Propontis) i^T^ySpanoSiaaTo where Kpw^vXr) could only be the land of the KopniXoi, 

and the text of Strabo (vii fr. 5 8) quoted below: ‘Apsynthis, actually the Corpilike’, ^ p.h' yap Atvos 

Kchai Kara rqv nporepov *Ailtuvdi8a, vvv Se KopmXtK^v XfyofUvrjv. ^5 See above, 0. 44. 
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mentioned rather late, about the first century b.c., but at that time this 

tribe was the most important in the region in having given its name to 

the Strategia Corpilike which comprised ancient Apsynthis and Aenus 

(Strab. VII fr. 5 8).'*^ To the north of the Corpili, Strabo (vii fr. 48), the 

only source, places the Brenae, who played no part in the history of the 

country. 

To the east of the Cicones were the Paeti, one of the tribes enumerated 

by Herodotus (vii. 110) who were connected with the march of Xerxes. 

According to Arrian {Anab. 1.11.4), in 3 34 b.c. the Paetice was situated on 

the left bank of the Hebrus. This is the last reference to this tribe. Their 

neighbours were the Apsinthii or Apsynthii, mentioned first by Herodo¬ 

tus (vi.34) for about the year 555 b.c. as neighbours of the Dolonci.'*^ 

The river Melas is also known as the Apsinthus (Dion. Perieg. 575). The 

frontier between them, the Paeti and the Cicones, and in general the 

frontiers between the tribes of this region would doubtless be variable, 

for with Strabo (vii fr. 5 8) Aenus was not in the territory of the Cicones 

where Pliny placed it {N.H. iv.43), t^he former Apsynthis, ‘actually 

the Corpilike’. The Thracian Chersonese belonged to the Dolonci, 

whom mythology made kin to the Bithyni (St. Byz. 169.19), but the 

origin of that genealogy is unknown. Their history dies out with the 

activities of the Philaids during the second half of the sixth century 

(Section V, below), and their name is not mentioned until several 

centuries later in the geographical descriptions of Thrace by Pliny (N.H. 

IV.41) and by Sohnus (Lxviii.3). The length of the Propontis was 

inhabited by the Caeni, the Caenici of Pliny,''® known from the first 

century b.c. They were probably a considerable tribe, for it was after 

them that the strategia was named Kainike. 

The Astae appeared only from the late Hellenistic era, second—first 

century b.c. (the first evidence in a decree of Mesambria Pontica, second 

century b.c., honouring an ’Aards: IG Bulg. i^ 312).'*’ They inhabited a 

very extended area to the north of Byzantium (Strab. vii.6.12); Strabo 

(vii.6.1) knew of them too in the Pontic Salmydessus, and in the Tab. 

Peut. Strandza Planina is marked as ‘mons Asticus’. In the Roman 

‘Strategia Astice’ which lay between Perinthus and Apollonia, the Astae 

formed the principal tribe. But at an earlier period other tribes existed in 

this territory, some only mentioned incidentally. Amongst them, the 

Thyni should first be noted. 

The Thyni occupied the land north of Perinthus and Selymbria. They 

also occupied part of the Strandza Planina and touched the Black Sea in 

the region known as Salmydessus (above), which stretched as far as 

Apollonia and which included Cape Thynias. These Thyni, very well 

^ Some of the sources: d 228, 254. fhe sources: d 228, 39. 

^8 The sources: D 228, 221. The other sources: d 228, 32. 
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described by Xenophon {Anah. vii.2.32-4), were a large tribe, a part of 

which had moved to Asia Minor, probably at the time of the migration of 

the Mysi, along with the Bithyni, to whom they were related, as their 

ethnic names suggest.The former were later subdued by Croesus (Hdt. 

1.28). According to tradition, the Bithyni were formerly called Strymonii 

(Hdt. VII.75), because their original homeland was near the Strymon. 

This evidence places them a long way from the territory of the Thyni 

whom we know from the outset as living only between the Propontis 

and the Black Sea. A section of the Thyni tribe who lived near 

Salmydessus, bore the name Melinophagi (Xen. Anab. vii.5.12, cf. St. 

Byz. 442). To the north of the Thyni, in the plain and on the slopes west 

of the Strandza Planina lived the Tranipsae (Xen. Anab. vii.2.32), whom 

Theopompus (FGrH 115 f 16 = St. Byz. 406. i) describes as a tribe of the 

Thyni (e&vos 0wa)v) and whose name is associated with that of the 

Nipsaei (below). Generally, one would place in this area also the 

Melanditae, but if there is an etymological connexion between their 

name and that of the river Melas,^' and if one considers the order in 

which Xenophon {Anab. vii.2.32) enumerates the tribes in rebellion 

against Seuthes II (Malanditae, Thyni, and Tranipsae), one would expect 

to find their territory not to the north but to the south, near the river 

Melas and neighbouring the Apsynthii (note that according to Dion. 

Perieg. 575 Melas was also known as Apsinthus). 

At the time of Darius’ campaign against the Scythians, there lived in 

the region of Salmydessus and in the hinterland of Apollonia and 

Mesambria the Scyrmiadae (Hdt. iv.93); in the forms Z/cup/uidSai and 

Kvpfjiidvai (codd. ABCP) and ZKVfividSai (St. Byz. and the 

Nipsaei (Hdt. iv.93), of whom we hear nothing later. Probably the 

Nipsaei were connected with the tribal group of the Thyni (above), 

which may be true also of the Scyrmiadae, which would help to reconcile 

the evidence that both these two tribes and the Thyni were situated in the 

region of Salmydessus. 

The fact that the river Artescus (the Arda)^^ ‘runs through the country 

of the Odrysae’ (Hdt. iv.92) fixes their territory firmly. Archaeological 

monuments, and in particular the monumental tomb at Mezek (although 

dated in the fourth century), confirm that the Odrysae, who were in 

effect a tribal group, inhabited the area of the lower and doubtless the 

middle Arda, and occupied the region of the Hebrus towards the town of 

Harmanli.^ To look for the Odrysae in the area of the Strandza Planina^^ 
is without justification. The homeland of the Odrysae should not be 

50 Sources: d 228, 5 3f, 21 if. 

5* This is the opinion of I. Venedikov (d 258A, 48). 52 d 244, 5. 

55 D 256. 54 D 242, 42; D 258, 29—32; cf. D 256. 

55 As does, for example, Danov, d 227, i2if, 265 n. 118. 
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confused with their realm which extended, in the fifth century, over a 
vast area (Thuc. 11.96-7). 

Westward of the Odrysae, on the upper reaches of the Arda, in the 
neighbourhood of the present-day towns of Zlatograd and KardSali and 
on the northern slopes of the Rhodope mountain facing the town of 
Haskovo dwelt the Coelaletae minores. The other branch of this tribe, 
the Coelaletae maiores, lived in the region of the High Tonzos between 
Stara Planina and Sredna Gora. Pliny’s evidence on which these 
conclusions are based {N.H. iv.41) is not very clear.The sources for 
the Coelaletae are late (Pliny, Tacitus);^'^ and give us no clue to their 
original territory nor the date of the split into the two branches, between 
which other tribes established themselves. 

In the middle Hebrus valley, to the north east of the Odrysae and the 
Coelaletae minores, are the Ben(n)i, as we can conclude from the position 
of the Roman strategia Bennike.^* Their name appears only in Pliny, 
Ptolemy, and St. Byz.,^^ and then very late, but the fact that this tribe 
gave its name to the strategia indicates that it had been important and had 
been eclipsed by the powerful Odrysae. 

West of the Odrysae lived the tribes known under the names of Satrae, 
Dii, and Diobessi. Their relationship presents a difficult problem. 
Having been mentioned by Hecataeus (FGrH i f 15 7 = St. Byz. 5 5 7.24) 
and Herodotus (vii.i 10-12), the Satrae disappear from the sources, if 
one discounts the proper name Satres (Zdrprjs) registered six centuries 
later in a catalogue of Thracian families in the Roman period {IG Bulg. in 
I, 1516.29, Cillae). Herodotus’ account leads to the conclusion that they 
were a large tribe which one must place in the western Rhodope area. 
The text, somewhat obscure, associates the Satrae and the Bessi: ovroi 
{ = Earpai) ol rov Aiovvaov to piavT^iov elai iKTr)p,evot [. . .] Brjaaol 
Twv ZaTpean' elal ol TTpo<^-r]T€vovr€s rov Ipov which should mean: ‘Bessi 
who are part of the Satrae carry out the functions of prophets in the 
temple’, or ‘Bessi amongst the Satrae are those who carry out. .. [etc.]’. 
After Herodotus, the early authors speak of the Bessi as being a large 
group of tribes.They occupied a large area west of the plain of Plovdiv, 
that is to say the valley of the Hebrus up to the region of the Succi Pass, to 

^ Coelaletae maiores Haemo, minores Kbodopae sssbducti. The Coelaletae minores were neighbours of 
the Dii, *who mostly lived in the Rhodope' (Thuc. 11.96). This proximity enabled the Coelaletae to 
take part, together with the Odrysae and the Dii, in the rising of a.d. 21, the ‘Coelaletican War’ 
mentioned by Tacitus {Ann. 111.58). So one cannot interpret Pliny's evidence to mean that the 
Coelaletae minores lived on the northern slopes of Rhodope near to Pazardzik facing the Coelaletae 
maiores on the opposite mountains, because the Bessi (with their Bessapara) lived in that area (see d 

242, 42). 57 u 228, 248f. 
58 D 242, 44. In spite of the evidence of St. Byz. 162.17, s. Bewa^ that there is a Bcwticds koAttos, 

identified by Detschew (d 228,51) with the Gulf of Mclas, there is no way by which one can descend 
to the sea coast from the territories of the Cicones, Paeti, and Apsynthii. 

59 D 228, 51. ^ The sources: D 228, 57-9. 
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the north a corresponding area of the Haemus (Strab. vii.5.12), to the 

south a section of the Rhodope mountains from the side opposite the 

Haemus as far as the river Nestus (Plin. N.H. iv.40). The existence of a 

tribe called Diobessi (Plin. /oc. cit.) links together ethnically the Bessi and 

the Dii, who in the main, according to Thucydides (11.96.2), hved in the 

Rhodope mountains.^' 

V. POLITICAL HISTORY 

The political history of this period is almost unknown. What one can be 

certain of are the migratory movements of the tribes, which are naturally 

accompanied by inter-tribal conflicts. Of these interminable struggles, 

which never ceased to plague Thrace, the best known are those between 

the Apsynthii and the Dolonci in the sixth century (Hdt. vi. 34—40), which 

can serve us as an example. They resulted in the establishment of the 

Philaids in the Thracian Chersonese r. 5 5 5 and up to 493 b.c. with the 

arrival of the first Miltiades, rival of Pisistratus in Athens but his partner 
in the Chersonese.Qn the one hand Sigeum, whose possession had 

been an object of litigation between Lesbos and Athens, and on the other 

the Chersonese would assure to Athens the control of the Hellespont; 

from this time on, the Chersonese was always to be of vital importance to 

Athens. The activity of Pisistratus at Rhaecelus on the Thermaic Gulf, 

and in the mining area of Mt Pangaeum, whence especially came the 

wealth which enabled him to become tyrant, and the activity of the 

Philaids in the Chersonese mark the beginning of Athenian expansion in 

Thrace. This policy became part of the general framework of Greek 

colonization in this region, where Athens had been anticipated by other 

Greek cities, particularly by Chalcis, Megara, and Miletus. Their 

colonies, established partly in the eighth century but mainly in the course 

of the seventh and sixth, and extending along the coast from the 

peninsula of Chalcidice to as far as the mouth of the Danube, facihtated 

the contacts of Thrace with Asia Minor and the Greek world. Thrace 

was rich in natural resources and received Greek manufactured goods in 

exchange. But the rare finds of imported objects, whose small number is 

not due only to chance or limited excavations or other similar factors, do 

not indicate very intensive relations at the outset. Literary sources show 

that the settlement of the newcomers was not always welcome, and was 

usually accompanied by fighting, sometimes prolonged and ending in 

disaster for the colonists. The poems of Archilochus (Diehl 6,19, 51) are 

eloquent, and the instance of Abdera which was founded only at the 

second attempt (the first being in 654 or 652 b.c. and the second c. 346 

Complete bibliography on the Satrae, Bessi, Diobessi, 0255, largely hypothetical; see d 24; a. 

“ D 259; D 243, 50-1; D 23:, 82-6 bibl. See CAM 1112.404!. 
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B.c.) is instructive. For in most cases the colonies were established in the 

Thracian area whose Thracian name they preserved (Tomi, Bizone, 

Mesambria, Salmydessus, Selymbria, Byzantium, Maronea, Abdera, 

etc.). 

VI. THRACIAN SOCIETY AND CIVILIZATION 

The poverty of evidence at our disposal, either from written or 

archaeological sources, prevents us from having anything more than a 

nebulous idea of Thracian society in the eighth to the sixth centuries b.c. 

The Thracians did not emerge from a patriarchal system, since they 

continued to preserve their tribal organization, but they evolved 

towards the formation of a state of the pre-classical type. This process 

was evidently long and slow and took place in stages, one of which can 

be found in the setting-up of tribal unions. It seems that this progressed 

more intensively in the southern areas, where the proximity of the Greek 

world in the form of the Greek colonies and of Asia Minor was a 

favouring factor.The appearance of coinage amongst the Thracians of 

the southern zone towards the end of the sixth and beginning of the fifth 

centuries indicates some political activity, which originated evidently in 

the preceding period. 

The first state we hear of is that of the Odrysae. Their first powerful 

king, according to Thucydides (11.92), was Teres, but it was not 

necessarily he who founded the Odrysian state. He died towards the 

middle of the fifth century at the age of 92 years (Lucian, Macr. 10), and 

would have been already king at the time of Darius’ expedition (dated 

variously between 519 and 512 b.c.). Thus the Odrysian kingdom must 

have been in existence at least in the sixth century, and its origins can no 

doubt be sought at an even earlier date. Herodotus’ account (iv.89-93) 

of Darius’ invasion of Thrace makes it clear that the Great King 

conquered the Thyni, the Odrysae, and the Getae; for the last he states 

the fact in so many words (aipeet T’eras iv.93). Later, Teres had the 

greatest difficulty in subduing these Thyni, who succeeded in liberating 

themselves towards the end of the fifth century. Thus one must assume 

that there existed alongside the Odrysae a political organization of the 

Thyni,^ which was more developed than a single tribal unit and should 

be termed a ‘state’. This is equally valid in the case of the Getae, amongst 

whom one can suppose the existence of several ‘states’. 

In the heart of Thrace, in the neighbourhood of Plovdiv, near the 

village of Duvanlij, there is a large complex of several dozen tumuli, the 

earhest dating from the end of the sixth century and from the beginning 

of the fifth century, the ‘cemetery’s fife’ continuing up to the fourth 

D 231, 69-114. See Cy4Hin23.115—22. ^ 0258,23-9. 
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century. Some of these tombs are most impressively equipped with large 

numbers of gold ornaments, wrought with artistic skill, and with an 

abundance of other funerary furniture consisting of handsome con¬ 

tainers in silver or bronze and other objects either local or imported. The 

golden jewels in the earliest tomb in the Musovica tumulus, from the end 

of the sixth century, weigh 436 grams (Pis. Vol., pi. 249), those from the 

tomb in the Kukova mogila tumulus, dating from the first decade of the 

fifth century, weigh 1,266 grams, and together with them were found 

two receptacles in silver (1,766 grams) and others in bronze, glass, and 

alabaster. Such richly furnished tombs continued during the following 

period,®^ indicating that at this place persons of high rank were buried 

and that the richest funerary material belonged to those of royal stock. 

This argues a long tradition which can be attributed to the kings of the 

Bessi, whose kingdom was overwhelmed by the Odrysae in the fifth 

century. 

The Thracian states which we assume were an established fact in the 

sixth century were of an archaic type similar in spirit to the Lydian and 

Persian kingdoms. The king, his court, and the nobility held a privileged 

position. The principle of royalty explains several cultural phenomena. 

From mythological evidence it seems that at the beginning power in 

Thrace was in the hands of priest-kings. This is how one should interpret 

for example the legend of the family of Orpheus in Diodorus (xii.65. 

4-5): when the Thracian king Lycurgus betrayed and attacked Diony¬ 

sus, the latter destroyed him and transferred his power to Charops, 

teaching him secret rites and mysteries; in his turn, Charops transmitted 

them to his son Oeagrus, and he to his son Orpheus. Although this is a 

late version, it still conveys a certain historic reality. We know that at a 

later period the chiefs of the Cebrenii and Sycaeboae tribes were priests 

of Hera (Polyaen. vii.22). For the period of the eighth to the sixth 

centuries proof is provided in the existence of bronze cult-axes (Pis. Vol., 

pi. 246), which used to symbolize supreme power, and have parallels and 

prototypes in Iran.®* However, in spite of this evidence, one cannot 

generahze so far as to assume that from Mycenaean times to the sixth 

century Thracian kings without exception were all ‘priest-kings’. Given 

that the cult-axes do not extend beyond the sixth century, it is clear that 

the nature of royal power developed and that what one finds at a later 

date amongst the Cebrenii and the Sycaeboae was a survival. In the tenth 

book of the Iliad, which belongs to the sixth century (or more precisely 

to the era of Pisistratus), the king Rhesus is represented like other great 

Achaean chiefs, and this description, even though anachronistic and 

much idealized, shows, in contrast to the description of other Thracian 

and Paeonian leaders, that in Thrace there already existed chieftains who 

D 230. ** D 260, 23—4. 
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were no longer the simple tribal leaders of a more archaic time. 

At this period of social disruption, the privileged position of the kings 

and nobles enabled them to acquire riches in the form of objects in 

bronze, whose value was also great, and in silver and gold and no doubt 

in precious fabrics, as one may judge retrospectively from the practice of 

the fifth century (Thuc. 11.97, Xen. Anab. vii.3.16-18). Harness pieces in 

bronze or bronze bracelets and other objects (e.g. Pis. Vol., pi. 248) and 

the gold cup of Sofia (Pis. Vol., pi. 251) of the eighth—seventh century 

and the tombs rich in gold jewellery of the end of the sixth century (e.g. 

Pis. Vol., pi. 249 a-d) bear witness to the ease and luxury of the ruling 

class.We do not know precisely the status of the ‘slaves’ and the 

‘servants’, dmoes and amphipoloi, or of the ‘housekeeper’, tamie, of the 

priest Maron (jDd. ix. 206), unique evidence for our period. It is uncertain 

whether these terms corresponded exactly to reality in Thrace, and 

therefore the nature of slavery at this period cannot be determined. 

With social and political life, particularly with the process of the 

formation of statehood, is linked the problem of military institutions. 

Our information is inadequate. Homer, our sole written source in this 

area for this period, does not, because of the specific nature of the 

material, furnish us with information which is chronologically precise. 

Nor does his information correspond faithfully to the reality which 

emerges from the meagre findings of archaeology. In the Homeric 

poems the weapons, both offensive and defensive, of the Thracian (and 

Paeonian) leaders do not differ from those of the Achaean chiefs; the 

descriptions give the impression that they are more concerned with 

poetic conventions than factual reality in Thrace.^® 

There is no reason to suppose that the shield worn by the nobles was 

different from the light shield, thepelta, known in the sixth century, and 

that there was any question of a large shield of Achaean type. But there is 

no doubt that a helmet was sometimes used, not necessarily of an 

Achaean type (‘a helmet with horse-hair crest’, 11. VI.9), and that the 

javelin and javelot as well as the sword and dagger were commonly used. 

Homer speaks of the ‘long javelin’ (SoXix’ iv. 5 3 3), of the ‘pike’. 

67 It is not impossible that the celebrated Valtitran treasure belongs to precisely this period (for 

varying opinions, d 260, 27—9 and d 25 8b). The objects, at least the greater part of them, had a ritual 

function, but it is unknown whether they belonged to a sanctuary or to a king. 

68 //. IV.527-52; VI.5—11; X.454-41; XI.246-7; cf. for the Paconians 7/. xxi.161—85; xxiii.560-2. 

The poet manipulates his military material to suit his own purposes. In his combat with Achilles, 

Asteropaeus the Paeonian wears a cuirass and carries two javelins, but appears not to have a sword 

(//. XXI. 161—85), while later (//. xxiii.806-7) reads that Achilles has removed from him his ‘fine 

Thracian dagger with silver studs’: it seems that the poet has conjured up the dagger to fit the 

occasion. One cannot draw the conclusion from the phrase ‘he (the Achaean) cannot take away from 

him (the Thracian) his weapons’ (iv. 5 5 2) that the Thracian customarily carried all the weapons usual 

in Homer (T€u;^€a), for this is a Homeric formula. The Thracian chief Peiros, who was fully 

equipped (rcvxeay iv.552) does not throw a javelin but a large stone (iv. 518-22). 
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{86pv II. IV.525, which corresponds to the earlier term eyxos), of the 

Ciconian ‘spearmen’ (rather than ‘warriors’, at’xfo^Tai 11. 11.846) who 

fought with javelins (xaXKjjpeatv iyxftDaiv Od. ix.55), of ‘the mighty 

Thracian sword’ (^i(pos ©pr/iKiov fiiya II. xiii.576—7), of the ‘fine 

Thracian dagger with silver studs’ {<t)dayavov, 11. xxiii.807—8). The 

description of the Mysi ‘fighting hand-to-hand’ {dyxep.axoi II. XI11.5) 

implies that they fought with a stabbing spear or a sword. Archaeology 

has provided two funerary monuments and some weapons which are 

isolated finds. The stones, the first of which is a slab (0.87x0.28 / 

44 X 0.25 m, Kahste, dep. of Pernik), and the second a column ‘statue’ 

(2.10 X 0.38 / 32 X 0.18 m, Belogradec, dep. of Varna), show Thracian 

princes or noblemen and in all probability belong to the seventh or sixth 

centuries. The figures wear helmets. On the slab are engraved the hands, 

the soles of the feet, and the weapons attached to a baldric; a sword in a 

leather scabbard (the fringe is shown), and an axe, and on the ‘statue’ are 

carved a shell collar and arms attached to a baldric; in the front a knife, on 

the right side a sword in a decorated scabbard, on the left a bow, and 

behind probably a leather bag.®^ The other archaeological finds have 

produced a bronze helmet of Corinthian type of the sixth century 

(Celopecene, dep. of Sofia), undoubtedly an import (similar ones are 

found in north Greece, in Macedonia, and in Illyria),’® an iron javelin- 

head (43 cm), bronze arrow-heads, and an iron dagger (40.5 cm), all from 

a tomb of the seventh century (Endze, now Carevbrod, dep. of 

Sumen),’' another iron dagger of the type known as ‘Cimmerian’, with 

scabbard (42 cm) of the seventh century (Belogradec, dep. of Varna),’^ 

but not yet any breast-plates or shields. 

There are some Attic black-figure vases of the middle sixth century 

which portray Thracian peltasts; light foot-soldiers protected by hats of 

animal-skin (fox), but without any cuirass, shod in boots high or low, 

wearing a chiton and a cloak {s^eird), and armed with a light shield of 

crescent shape (pelta), and one or two spears which they would throw 

one at a time, and a sword.(The two spears are characteristic of the 

Thracian people and of certain of their neighbours, such as the Paeonians 

in the Iliad and during the ensuing epoch also.) The vases date from the 

period of Pisistratus who had seized power with the help of Thracian 

mercenaries, consisting of peltasts, archers, and cavalry. This shows that 

the Thracian peltasts, who played a special role in jhe art of war both in 

the classical and Hellenistic periods, are not a creation of the sixth 

century, but date back to a very much earher time. This is confirmed too 

by the fact that this type of warrior was characteristic of the Thracians 

not only of Europe, but also of Asia Minor (Hdt. vii.75).’‘’ The 

“ D 254- ™ D 225. ’1 D 252, 98-113; date D 226, 87-9. D2J5. 

72 D 224, 5-7; D 243, 153-4. 7< o II-13; D 243, 154-8. 
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peculiarities of different tribes should be borne in mind; for those who 

lived in the plains could be foot-soldiers without necessarily being 

peltasts. Thucydides, for example, referring to the army of Sitalces in 429 

B.c. gives an idea of these peculiarities and local traditions (11.96, 98): the 

Getae are cavalrymen armed with the bow, the Dii ‘who for the most 

part live in Rhodope’ are armed with a dagger known as makhaira, and 

most of the horsemen come from the Odrysae and the Getae. There is no 

doubt that some tribes were equestrian by tradition. In connexion with 

this, we may ask if the Homeric term d<p’ when it was applied to 

the Cicones who ‘knew how to fight from chariots and when to fight on 

foot’ {Od. IX.49—50), does not mean rather that they fought as cavalry.^® 

If not, we must assume that Homer was describing a battle in his 

traditional manner without any relation to the reality of Thracian 

methods. 

Thracian civilization was not an urban one. The fact that Homer 

referred to Ismarus of the Cicones as a ‘city’ (^polis, Od. ix.40) does not 

prove that there were veritable towns in Thrace at that time. Fragments 

of Hecataeus record the names of several ‘cities’ {poteis) in Thrace, but 

those of which we know something — such as Abdera, Maronea, Drys, or 

Zone — lead to the conclusion that these were Greek towns set up on 

earlier Thracian sites. There is only one of these Hecataean ‘cities’, 

Cabassus, which is situated north of Mt Haemus (FGrH i f 169) and 

remained a Thracian area. But was it in fact a city? According to Strabo 

(vii.6.1, cf. St. Byz. 446.15), the Thracian word l>n'a meantpo/is, but it is 

an inaccurate translation, and Mesambria, Selymbria, or Poltymbria 

were not cities in the real sense of the word. As shown by the Thracian 

walls at Pontic Mesambria (Pis. Vol., pi. 25 2 a, b), dating from before the 

foundation of the Greek colony at the end of the sixth century,'^’ Thrace 

possessed only fortified areas, and ‘cities’ such as Cabassus would have 

been no more than large villages. In general the population lived in 

villages and hamlets. Herodotus (v.i6) tells of pile dwellings in Lake 

Prasias, referring evidently to very early traditions. Apart from Greek 

coastal cities, and even several of these were no more than small 

settlements (cf e.g. the synoikismos of Olynthus), towns in Thrace only 

appeared, sporadically, from the time of Philip II, the urbanization of the 

country not being accomplished until Roman times.In a country of 

this sort, economic life was naturally at a very low level. The single fact 

that the archaeological finds are neither numerous nor rich up to the end 

of the sixth century proves this. It is not until after this century that the 

Translated as ‘chariot with equipment* in L-S-J s.v., Chantraine, Diet. it. s.v. 

Cf. D 224, II. 

^ On other fortresses of the first half of the first millennium: d 259, 128-77. 

D 246. 
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archaeological material improves in quantity and quality. Thrace was 

and remained for many centuries longer a rural country. Its fertile soil, 

already praised by Homer {II. xi.222), provided wheat and other crops of 

which we have evidence in succeeding periods, but which doubtless also 

existed at this time; for example, barley, with which they made a sort of 

beer, hryton (Archilochus),^’ millet or hemp (for cloth). Viticulture 

flourished and Thracian wine was renowned {11. ix.71-2, Od. ix.196, 

204-11). In animal breeding, horses and sheep {11. xi.222) were raised, 

and Homer particularly characterized the Thracians with the epithet 

‘herders of horses’ (tWorroAot II. XIII.4; xiv.227; cf. Od. ix.49). Nor must 

we forget the role of hunting and fishing in the life of a country 

abounding in game and fish. 

As yet the Thracians did not know the use of coinage. Their coins do 

not appear until towards the end of the sixth century, mainly at the 

beginning of the fifth century. Precious metals found their way into the 

coffers of the princes and nobles in the form of ingots or as receptacles or 

ornaments (cf. Od. ix.211—13, f/. xxiv.234-5). Even the bronze ‘coins’ in 

the form of an arrow minted during the period from the end of the 

seventh century to the end of the sixth century at the latest, discovered in 

the Pontic zone in the territories of Apollonia, Istrus, Tyras and Olbia, 

represented a Greek innovation used solely for commercial purposes 

with the indigenous hinterland.The circulation of real coinage in the 

country is rare, and finds like that near Serdica, including coins from the 

area of Mount Pangaeum, the oldest ones dating from 5 50 b.c. onwards, 

are exceptional.®’ Everything goes to show that the flowering of Thrace 

began towards the end of the sixth century, and coincided with the 

political interest of Persia in Europe, whose first manifestation was 

Darius’ expedition against the Scythians. 

From the meagre information at our disposal, we can learn very little 

of the Thracian customs and rituals of this period. Given the conserva¬ 

tism of the area - some folk-lore traditions continuing to exist even to 

our own day - we should be able to reconstruct a wider picture by 

relying on the sources for the succeeding eras. However, such a study 

must be reserved for a later volume, and here we are limited to some 

remarks called forth by the original evidence for the period. There 

existed at all times individual tribal characteristics, a fact emphasized by 

Herodotus (v.3-8). If we can believe Homer {Od. ix.199), the priest 

Maron had only one wife. But that does not exclude the existence of 

concubines, for from the statements of authors of the fifth and succeed¬ 

ing centuries one must conclude that polygamy and concubinage rested 

on an ancient tradition, without however being able to assert that it was a 

general practice; this would depend upon social conditions as much as 

’’ See 2II the texts in D 218. 95. d 229. si D25J. 
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upon tribal traditions. Upon these conditions and traditions depended 

also such customs as hair-styles and tattooing. Even though Homer {II. 

rv.5 3 3) and Archilochus (Diehl 79a) call the Thracians akrokomoi, ‘with 

hair on crown’, the expression allows of more than one interpretation, 

and doubtless that was not the only way of wearing the hair. Again, the 

Attic vases of the period which show that a beard was fashionable do not 

imply that it was universal. 

We have no direct evidence about the practice of tattooing from the 

eighth to the sixth century — the first evidence is in Herodotus v.6 — 

though on account of its primitive nature there can be no doubt that its 

origins spring from an even earlier period; but we need not assume on 

that account that it was a universal or common practice.®^ For male dress 

— for women no evidence at all exists — we rely on the Attic black-figure 

vases which depict Thracian warriors of the sixth and fifth centuries 

(above, p. 611); the primitive ‘statues’ of Kaliste and Belogradec (above, 

p. 611) give little clear indication on the subject. The mythical figures of 

Orpheus and Thamyris (as well as the invention of the syrinx with a 

single reed or pipe attributed by Athenaeus (iv.iS/pa) to the Maedi 

Seuthes and Rhonaces, and of the magadis to Thracian Magadis by 

Athenaeus (xiv.6}6f after Douris)) bear witness to the part played by 

music and the dance amongst the Thracians. 

There is relatively more information concerning funeral rites. During 

this period both inhumation and incineration were practised. In different 

areas kings and nobles were interred in different fashions. In the region 

of Strandza Planina and Sakar Planina and very rarely in the eastern area 

adjoining the Haemus, the dolmen tradition persisted from the twelfth 

century up to the seventh (Pis. Vol., pi. 244) (Fig. 34). They were in fact 

tumulus-tombs. In eastern Rhodope they cut beehive-shaped tombs in 

the rock. These two types of tomb form the link between the beehive 

tombs of Mycenae and similar Thracian tombs of the fifth and fourth 

century. In eastern Rhodope an unusual burial arrangement has been 

found. A rock cut in pyramidal form contains two burials; steps give 

access to a burial niche; and then on a higher platform there is cut a tomb 

open to the sky (Pis. Vol, pi. 245).But the most typical for Thrace are 

the tumuli. Herodotus (v. 5) reports that among the Thracians ‘who live 

above the Crestonaei’ they sacrificed the favourite wife and buried her 

with the husband, but so far this practice has not been confirmed by 

archaeological evidence. On the other hand, chance finds of scraps of 

horse-trappings of the eighth to the sixth century (Pis. Vol., pi. 248) (Fig. 

35) show that the burial of a horse beside the tomb — which excavations 

have frequently shown for the period from the fifth century — was in fact 

D 241, 109; D 245, 97. ^ D 241, 67—70; D 245, 105. 

D 259, 31—127, summary 215—18. 
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Fig. 34. Early Iron Age dolmens in the Scrandza Mountains and in the village of Balgarska Poljana 

(Topolovgrad District). (After d 260, figs, i, 2.) 

3 5* Bronze horse-trappings (harness pieces and decorative plaques) from the village of 

Sofronicvo (Vraca District), Gevgeli, and Bjala Slatina. Seventh century b.c. Width 5-9 cm. (Vraca 

Archaeological Museum; Sofia Archaeological Museum 795, 1593/4; after d 260, pis. 11—15.) 

an earlier custom too.®^ Within the tombs was sometimes placed a 

funerary inventory, usually quite small, of precious objects alongside the 

noble person.®^ The two stone funerary monuments (above, p. 6i i) are 

exceptional. 

Of religion little is known, but the Thracian pantheon evidently 

became a fairly complex one. There is general evidence in Xenophanes (f 

14 Diehl = F 16 Diehls V^orsokratiker 6) to show that the Thracians 

represented their gods as having russet-red hair and blue eyes like 

themselves. Homer speaks of the priest of Apollo, Maron, who dwelt in 

a sacred wood at Ismarus {Od. ix.198-201). This is not poetic invention. 

In neighbouring Abdera, Pindar (Paean 11.5) mentions the sanctuary of 

D 260, 20—1. Seventh century: d 252; d 253; sixth century: d 230. 
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Fig. 36. Bronze belt buckles, seventh century b.c., from Sofronievo (Vraca District) and Vidin 

District. Lengths 10.5 and 9 + J.1 cm. (Vraca Archaeological Museum; Sofia Archaeological 

Museum 124/5; after d 260, pis. 19, 20.) 

b 

Fig. 37. {a) A bronze horse of the seventh century b.c. from near Philippi (Aegean Thrace). Height 

6 cm. (Sofia Archaeological Museum 15 78.) {b) A bronze ‘axe-amulet’ of the seventh-sixth centuries 

B.c. from Rila Monastery. The two-headed bird has an axe-blade instead of feet. Height 9.4 cm. 

(Sofia Ecclesiastical Museum; after d 260, pis. 5, 8.) 

Apollo Deraenus, a Thracian epithet which implies a fairly important 

local tradition. In Aegean Thrace, Apollo is a familiar deity, for it was 

not by chance that the Dolonci went to consult the oracle at Delphi, and 

on its instruction chose Miltiades as their leader (above. Section V). 

From contemporary sources another divinity is known; this was Bendis, 

mentioned by Hipponax:®^ ‘the daughters of Zeus, Cybebe and Thracian 

Bendis’ {0pr)i'KiT)v BevStv). Later she was associated with and was 

absorbed into the person of Artemis. This evidence indicates that 

polytheism existed amongst the Thracians. 

In Thracian art painted decoration was at no time a feature of Thracian 

pottery, in spite of the proximity of the Greek world and of an ever 

increasing number of imported Greek ceramic articles. During this 

period the decoration took the form of engraved geometric patterns (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 250) (Fig. 36). Sometimes some elements of the technique and 

decoration of metal receptacles were imitated, as for example fluting, 

which is a reminiscence of Bronze Age metal bowls. Metal objects were 

nearly always of bronze; small figurines of animals (horse (Fig. 37^), stag 

^ D 228, 50. 
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Fig. 58. A bronze bit and bronze horse-trappings of the ninth-sixth centuries b.c. from the village 

of Gigen (Nikopol District). (After d 260, figs. 7, 9.) 

Fig- 59- (a) Bronze spiral fibula from Darzanica near Vidin. Length 11 cm. (h-d) Bronze fibulae 

from the same site, from the Vidin area and from Panagjuri5te. Lengths 5.4, 5.6, 7.4 cm. Seventh 

century b.c. (Sofia Archaeological Museum 3089, 1803, 1942, 2790; after D 260, pis. 23—6.) 

(Pis. VoL, pi. 247) and birds), small cult-axes decorated with animal 

heads (bull, ram, goat (Pis. Vol., pi. 246); or in the form of a bird (Fig. 

37^)),®* portions of harness (Pis. Vol., pi. 248; Fig. 38), hair-pins, 

bracelets, fibulae (Fig. 39), and rings. Gold objects were as yet rare, such 

as the Sofia cup (Pis. Vol., pi. 251), the Carevbrod crown (Endze)®^ or the 

sword sheath of Belogradec,’® apart from the Valcitran treasure, whose 

date is in dispute (see above, n. 67); they become more common towards 

the end of the sixth century.’* 

The geometric style which is the principal characteristic of the whole 

of Thracian art of the period not only continues the tradition of the 

preceding period, but reveals the dominant aesthetic attitude at all social 

levels; it was a truly national art. This traditional local style is seen in its 

purest form in the ornaments made in bronze, such as bracelets and 

rings. The influence, however, of the art of Asia Minor was beginning to 

be felt, though as yet slight, and the figures created by the Thracian 

artists had none of the fantasy of the oriental animals: they were real 

creatures, however inadequately executed. This is clearly seen in the cult- 

D 260, ill. 8. D 252, 100. * D 255. D 250, 229—30. 
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axes with animal heads (Pis. Vol., pi. 246), or in a bronze figurine in the 

form of a stag from Sevlievo (Pis. Vol., pi. 247). Not until the end of the 

sixth century did the Asiatic influence become more marked; it was 

evident in the choice of subjects as well as in the style of execution.®^ In 

the areas of material culture and of art, what linked the land of Thrace 

and generally the northern part of the Balkan peninsula with the Greek 

world, both continental and insular, were the figurines of aquatic birds 

and of horses,’^ and more especially brooches. If there were variations in 

these latter, they were common to the whole northern zone.®"* 

^2 D 260, 26, 110-12. D 260, 26f, figs. 16, 17 and ills. 5 and 8. 

^ D 260, 22. 
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CHAPTER 34a 

THE NATIVE KINGDOMS OF ANATOLIA 

M. MELLINK 

Western Anatolia in the pre-Persian era was basically a land of native 

peoples, survivors from the Bronze Age or acclimatized intruders of the 

Early Iron Age. Along the west coast, Greek contacts and settlements 

existed as they did in the Late Bronze Age (CAH iii^. i, ch. 18a; iii^. 5, ch. 

39 a). The western plateau and the river valleys beyond the estuaries were 

free of Greek intrusions. We can identify the native peoples and tribes 

chiefly with the aid of Greek sources and a tenacious nomenclature 

which in Roman times still aided in establishing provincial entities and 

boundaries. The peoples emerge classicized as Phrygians, Lydians, 

Carians, Lycians, also Mysians, Bithynians, Paphlagonians, Pisidians, 

Isaurians, Lycaonians, to name the most prominent groups. The Pam- 

phylians by their name indicate their Greek and conglomerate origin. 

To the east, the neighbours of the West Anatolians were the 

conquerors and survivors of the Hittite empire and the founders of neo- 

Hittite kingdoms, their variety reflected in the large number of royal 

centres. The boundaries of the individual realms are being reconstructed 

with the aid of Luwian historical inscriptions {CAH iii^.i, ch. 9). The 

neo-Hittite kingdoms experienced the advantage and the menace of 

being neighbours to the north Mesopotamians, who in the past had often 

forcefully encroached upon Anatolia through economic and mihtary 

undertakings. In the Iron Age, proximity to Assyria led to vassalage and 

ultimate annexation. The west of Anatolia was spared this fate, being 

traditionally outside the Mesopotamian orbit, but this salvation means a 

loss of information to the historian — the conflicts and subjugation are 

recorded in Assyrian annals with names, dates, and selective detail about 

the victims. Only in exceptional cases (Midas and Gyges) do we have 

direct evidence from contemporary cuneiform sources. 

Unlike their neo-Hittite neighbours, therefore, the West Anatolian 

native kingdoms did not inherit a tradition of historical interaction with 

the Mesopotamian and Syrian Near East. The western plateau, its 

mountainous buffer zones, and the coastal plains had seen their share of 

Hittite campaigns in the Late Bronze Age. The Hittite conflicts were not 

wars with old established powers but with uncompromising West 

619 
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Anatolian chieftains who were beginning to carve out small realms and 

economic power bases of their own, or with newcomers from outside: 

islanders, Achaeans who ventured raids into Anatolian territory. Firm 

Hittite administrative rule may have extended at least as far west as 

Gordium and Afyon on the plateau.* The coastal towns, from Troy to 

Ephesus and Miletus, were apparently never annexed by kings from the 

capital of Hattusha. 

Western Anatoha had a period of respite after the fall of the Hittite 

empire and after the Trojan War, upheavals which affected the coastal 

areas as well as the districts once under Hittite rule. The West Anatolians 

were not put under Near Eastern rule until the conquest by Cyrus in 546 

B.C., and thus had some 600 years of relative independence, being left to 

their own internal ambitions and rivalries, with minor skirmishes against 

the coastal Greeks. 

The tribes or peoples listed above remain obscure, historically, with 

the exception of those whose languages are known to us from the pre- 

Persian and Persian periods: the Phrygians, Lydians, Carians, and 

Lycians. Their languages and some incidentally preserved minor idioms 

are discussed in the second part of this chapter. The Lydians and Lycians 

are survivors of Bronze Age Anatolians of Hittite and Luwian linguistic 

parentage; as such, they continue their West Anatolian heritage through 

the Iron Age. The Carians, although of different linguistic stock, have 

other credentials attesting their Bronze Age presence in Anatoha, if 

indeed they are to be identified with the people and land of KarkiSa of 

Egyptian and Hittite sources.2 The Phrygians are different: hnguistically 

their affinities are with Greek or Thracian; as Greek tradition claims, 

they were newcomers to West Anatolia, having crossed from south¬ 

eastern Europe during or after the turmoil of the early twelfth century 

B.c. (Hdt. VII.73; Strab. xiv.vz9; Xanthus FGrH 765 f 14.). 

All four of these peoples, Phrygians, Lydians, Carians, and Lycians, 

borrowed the alphabet to record their language, confirming their 

independence of the neo-Hittite hieroglyphic and the Assyrian cunei¬ 

form traditions. The dates and routes of introduction differ, but the 

cultural pattern is coherent; it must be compared with the Greek 

development and denotes a new start of literacy in the Iron Age, 

regardless of whatever scripts may have been used by Bronze Age West 

Anatolian ancestors. As in Greece, we have a Dark Age in Western 

Anatolia, a recordless, scriptless era lasting some three or four centuries 

after the end of the Late Bronze Age. 

From this darkness, native kingdoms emerge: first the Phrygians, next 

the Lydians, and somewhat belatedly (to our present knowledge) the 

• E 139 (1966), 276-7, pi. 74, figs. 24-i. 

2 CAH 255, 549-50, 560-1; E 52, 107-8. 
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Lycians; for the Carians, in spite of their literacy and the presence of 

graffiti of their mercenaries in Egypt, we do not detect a dynasty until the 

later Persian period, when it is too late for West Anatolian ambitions of 

grandeur. 

I. THE PHRYGIAN KINGDOM 

The Phrygian kingdom as such is largely a historical and archaeological 

reconstruction. Historical information centres on the figure of king 

Midas, who in the mythologized tradition of the Greeks is barely 

recognizable as a ruler of stature. Yet he was an ambitious king known 

from Assyrian records, Mita of Mushki (Mushku), the first West 

Anatolian to have attempted to build up a kingdom including the core of 

the former Hittite empire. His land and people are designated by the 

Assyrians as Mushki, probably in recognition of his factual rule over a 

tribe known to them as belonging in North and East Anatolia. 

According to the Assyrian records, Mita was approached for joint anti- 

Assyrian action by Pisiri of Carchemish (717 b.c.), had captured towns 

belonging to Que in the north Cilician-Taurus region, which were 

retaken by the Assyrians (715), was appealed to for help against Assyria 

by Ambaris, king of Tabal and temporarily was an ally of Kurd (Matti) 

of Atuna (713), was the target of an Assyrian defensive system of 

fortresses to seal off Mushki (712), and was repeatedly attacked by the 

Assyrian governor of Que, resulting in devastation of several Mushki 

towns. Finally Mita sent an envoy for peace and offered tribute to Sargon 

(709) (See CAH 1112.1,416—20). 

This shows Mita as an aggressor in the region of the Taurus 

mountains, encroaching upon Que by capturing fortresses along the 

northern edge of the Taurus. He was considered a desirable ally by neo- 

Hittite kings of Shinukhtu, Carchemish, Tabal, and Atuna on the basis 

of military strength, which is only indirectly reflected in Sargon’s 

records. 

A Nimrud letter discovered in 1952 refers to a pro-Assyrian move by 

Mita.3 He had intercepted fourteen men of Que, sent by Urik(ki) to 

Urartu, and had delivered them to the Assyrian governor of Que. This 

action of Mita has been interpreted as belonging in the framework of the 

events of 710—709, perhaps as a conciliatory move after military losses 

against the Assyrian governor of Que."* It has also been suggested that 

the events of the Nimrud letter took place under Tiglath-pileser Ill’s 

rule, r. 73 5-732,5 but the governor of Que, Ashur-sharru-usur, is referred 

to in other letters of the Sargon period. Both Urik(ki) of Que, who in this 

instance was betrayed by Mita, and Urballa-Warpalawas, whose mes- 

^ A 82, 182—7; E * I 3; A 77A, 4—7. ^ E 115, 5^—4- ^ E 76, 122; A 10, 22. 
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senger came to the Assyrian governor along with the Mushki messenger, 

sent tribute to Tiglath-pileser III in his third year, as did Pisiri of 

Carchemish. Mita’s associations attested for the years 717-709 certainly 

will have been preceded by alliances and actions north of the Taurus in 

the 720s and perhaps the 730s. 

Mita’s neo-Hittite liaison is not yet directly attested in hieroglyphic 

inscriptions, but the ‘Mushka’ appear in Yariris’ inscriptions at Car¬ 

chemish in the first half of the eighth century b.c.;* this is about the time 

when the Assyrian general Shamshi-ilu had his gate lions in Til-Barsib, 

on the Euphrates below Carchemish, inscribed with hostile references to 

Mushki and Urartu.^ Urartian interests were involved in the case of the 

Que messengers intercepted by Mita, and also in the 713 appeals to Mita 

by Ambaris of Tabal. From Urartu itself only one late reference to 

Mushki is known, in a seventh-century text of Rusa II.® 

The historical gain from the Near Eastern references is in the 

chronological precision for the career of Mita, in the scope of his 

activities in neo-Hittite, Urartian, and Assyrian context, and in the 

evidence for Mita’s rule over Mushki. His strength must have been 

partly based on control of the land and military resources of the Mushki, 

a tribe whose activities are first referred to in Assyrian records of the late 

twelfth century b.c., when Tiglath-pileser I defeated a large army of 

them south of the upper Tigris valley, in the land of Kutmuhi {CAH 

II®.2, 457). The Mushki paid tribute to Ashurnasirpal II, along with 

Kutmuhi, in the first year of his rule.^ Mushki elements therefore 

continued to live in the East Anatolian region across the Euphrates until 

the ninth century; this eastern group, however, cannot have been the 

source of support for Mita, whose activities were largely concentrated 

on the plateau and in the Cilician Taurus. Mushki had a reputation of 

strength in the eighth century before Mita’s rise, as is evident from the 

inscriptions at Til-Barsib and Carchemish. There must have been 

Mushki also on the Anatolian plateau who became allies and subjects of 

Mita. The available area is the no man’s land between western Phrygia 

and the Luwian-Urartian kingdoms. This includes the former Hittite 

coreland in the bend of the Halys river. The possibility of an affiliation of 

Kaska, the traditional northern enemies of the Hittites, and Mushki is 

strong.*® Although the association with Greek Moschoi and Biblical 

Meshech is probable, we have no indication of the linguistic identity of 

the Mushki. 

The Assyrians and neo-Hittites are familiar with Mita as the man of 

Mushki, not as the man of Phrygia. Phrygia and Phrygians are names 

unknown in the cuneiform and Hittite hieroglyphic tradition. Our 

‘ E 75, I J2; A 6, 2-J. ’ E I3Z, 149. 8 A 65A, I28. 

’ A Jj II, 442. ‘0 E 56, 179; E 123, 66-9. 
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traditional view of the kingdom of Midas is based on Greek sources, 

which associate him exclusively with the Phrygian people and Western 

Anatolia. The explanation of this dual aspect of Midas’ kingdom must be 

the separate and different experiences of his western and eastern 

neighbours, and the consequent bias of information. 

To the Greeks, Midas belonged in the area of the Sangarius valley, 

with Gordium as his capital, although the sources for the site are later 

than those for the people and the king.” Herodotus reports the 

dedication of a throne of Midas in Delphi (1.14) and has a somewhat 

romanticized notion of a later dynastic sequence with the names of 

Gordias, Midas, and Adrastus (1.55). There is no clear Greek record of 

the successors of Midas. Nor does the father of Midas, Gordios or 

Gordias, have a historical status in the Greek tradition; he owes his fame 

to his son and to the story of the chariot he dedicated at Gordium, 

binding the yoke to the pole with the Gordian knot (Arrian 11.3). 

Midas was supposed to have been married to Demodice or Hermo- 

dice, daughter of Agamemnon of Cyme (Pollux ix.83; Aristotle fr. 611, 

37). The Greeks therefore put him in a perspective of friendship with 

Delphi and alliance with rulers of Aeolic Greece. Midas is the first West 

Anatolian Iron Age king to have crossed their horizon (cf. Hdt. 1.14) as 

he is the first to enter the historical horizon of the Assyrians. 

All of the preserved Greek sources concerning Midas are several 

centuries later than his rule. Dates for Midas given in Eusebius’ 

chronicle include the years 738 and 696/5 b.c., the latter the date of his 

suicide in distress over the Cimmerian invasion (cf. Strab. 1.3.21). The 

alleged method of suicide is the drinking of bulls’ blood. Eusebius bases 

his chronicles on Assyro-Babylonian tradition and confirms the chron¬ 

ology derived from Assyrian records contemporary with Tiglath-pileser 

III, Sargon, and Mita. The date of 676, given by Julius Africanus for 

Midas’ suicide, agrees less well. 

The modern historical exploration of the Phrygian kingdom can only 

make progress through linguistic—epigraphic analysis and through 

archaeological exploration. The distribution of Old Phrygian alphabetic 

inscriptions and graffiti gives us the geographical boundaries of the 

Phrygian kingdom and its expansion.’2 The new excavations at Gor¬ 

dium have nearly tripled the number of known Phrygian inscriptions.'^ 

A long rock-cut inscription has recently been discovered at Germanus 

south of Goyniik, on the west bank of a northern tributary of the 

Sangarius river.'"* The other major western group has long been known; 

it comprises inscriptions in Midas City—Yazihkaya and other sites of the 

Phrygian highlands between Eski§ehir and Afyon. The core-land of the 

" E 83, chapter 2; E 50, 882-91. u g ,54^ 65-^4; E , E , j, 

E 165; E 160; E 151, 73-214. E 164, 230-41; E 151, 62-8. 
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old Phrygian inscriptions is indeed in and near the upper and middle 

Sangarius valley, in the highlands, at Gordium and Germanus. A second 

important group clusters around the former Hittite capital in the Halys 

bend at Bogazkoy, Alaca Hiiyiik, Kalehisar, and Pazarh. The third 

location is at Tyana, just north of the Taurus mountainsd^ A fourth has 

recently come to light in the plain of Elmah in northern Lycia, in the 

form of Phrygian graffiti on silver ware found in a tumulus burial near 

Bayindird^ 

The excavations at Gordium have made it clear that Phrygian 

alphabetic writing was in use well before 700 b.c. and therefore at least as 

early as Midas’ rule. The western group of Phrygian inscriptions 

represents the authentic records of the Phrygian-speaking tribe(s) in the 

native centres of the eighth-century Phrygian kingdom. The Bogazkoy 

inscriptions in the Halys bend indicate an extension of the Western 

Phrygians eastward into formerly Hittite, at this time perhaps largely 

Mushki—Kaska, territory, a first stage of expansion also toward the neo- 

Hittite realm. Hittite hieroglyphic inscriptions of the Iron Age occur not 

far to the south east at Alishar and ^alapverdi; the boundary of the 

Luwian inscriptions runs obliquely through the territory of the Halys 

bend. 

The black stone of Tyana with its Phrygian alphabetic inscriptions, 

published by Garstang and Myres as evidence for ‘Midas beyond the 

Halys’,*^ indeed is best understood as a document dating to the rule of 

the king whose interest in the region of Tyana and the Cilician Taurus is 

amply demonstrated by the Assyrian records. We know from the 

Nimrud letter cited above that the contemporary ruler of Tyana, 

Warpalawas, sent his messenger along with the representative of Mita to 

the Assyrian governor of Que. At Tyana, Midas—Mita penetrated into 

neo-Hittite territory where Luwian was spoken and written, and set up a 

monument in a city of a Luwian friend and ally. In doing so, he did not 

borrow the language and script of the Luwians but instead displayed his 

Phrygian language and alphabet. The name Mida appears in the text. The 

king, through his alphabetic Phrygian writing, declares himself not a 

Luwian East Anatolian imposing his rule on Mushki and Phrygians, nor 

even a Mushki ruler of North Anatolian affinity, but a genuine king of 

those Phrygians who brought their language into Anatolia from the west 

and who developed their alphabetic writing in western tradition. In spite 

of his name, which is not new in Anatolia, Mita—Midas must have 

spoken Phrygian as his native language and must have had his roots in 

Phrygia. 

The black stone of the inscription (at present unfindable) surely is a 

local basalt. The cylindrical shape with the lines of inscription on both 

E 151,2)3-68. '<• £48,32-49,187-95. u E5);E93. 
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flat sides and along the curved edge might have been the top of a stela. 

The Tyana inscription may indeed have been a historical monument of 

the type paralleled in the regional Luwian tradition, a Phrygian counter¬ 

part of, for example, the stela of Warpalawas from Bor-Kemerhisar.'® A 

second Phrygian inscription on a similar grey stone was found in Tyana 

recently.’9 The son of Warpalawas is now known also to have had a 

bilingual inscription on a stela at Ivriz in Hittite hieroglyphic and 

Phoenician.20 The cosmopolitan situation of Tyana in culture and 

writing is becoming more and more evident. 

Most of the known Old Phrygian inscriptions are votive in character 

and are associated with rock-cut facades, niches, altars, cut blocks, and 

small votive objects. Graffiti on pots may be of secular relevance. The 

potential administrative importance of Old Phrygian writing is sug¬ 

gested by the use of wax as a medium for writing on three bronze bowls 

in the large royal tomb chamber at Gordium (Pis. Vol., pi. 23 2).2' 

Writing on wax-coated wooden tablets may have been the normal 

vehicle for Phrygian scribes, perhaps the same scribes who put the 

special writing on the bowls for the king’s tomb. The odds against 

survival of Phrygian archives are heavy. Historical inscriptions on stone 

may still be expected to come to light in Midas’ greater Phrygia. 

Archaeology by now is contributing considerable material evidence 

for the reconstruction of Phrygian history and culture. Through the 

results of the 1950—73 campaigns at Gordium, a stratified sequence of 

Phrygian citadels has become known and co-ordinated with the findings 

from a number of Phrygian tumuli in the outlying cemetery areas.®® The 

mound of Gordium, Yassihiiyuk, has yielded no references to its own 

Phrygian name, nor to that of king Midas, yet the results of the 

excavations present convincing confirmation that the site was the major 

West Anatolian centre of Phrygian dynastic rule. The identification had 

been correctly inferred by the Koerte brothers.®® Its position on the 

Sangarius river where a major east-west road crosses, its size, and the 

large number of important tumuli identify it as the ancient capital whose 

memory survived to the era of Alexander and the Romans. 

The Phrygian levels of the large mound {c. 3 00 x 3 5 o m; Fig. 40) 

overlie a site of the third and second millennia b.c., with an apparently 

uneventful transition from the Hittite empire strata to those of recogniz¬ 

able Phrygian character. The difference is mainly visible in pottery: 

whereas the Hittite empire levels are characterized by the wheel-made 

buff pottery repertoire we know from Bogazkoy, Alaca Hiiyiik, and 

>8 £23,288-9. E45;ei56. 20 g 120. 

2* E 165; Brixhe in e 143, 273-7. 

22 R. S. Young, University Museum bulletin 16.i (1951) 3-20; 17.4 (1953) 3—30; e 139 (1955-66); 
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Fig. 40. Plan of Gordium, Phrygian period at destruction level. Drawing by W. W. Cummer. 

(Gordion Publications, University Museum, Philadelphia.) 

Tarsus, the Iron Age levels, after a minor intrusion of hand-made black 

wares, exclusively yield black and grey wheel-made wares. We cannot 

yet tell if there was a lacuna at the site, or a period of peaceful co-existence 

of the old and new pots, potters, and their communities. Nor can we 

confidently date the last Hittite pottery or the earliest Phrygian wares at 

Gordium in terms of absolute chronology. The transition still lies in the 

Dark Ages. The top of the Early Bronze Age citadel was razed by 

Phrygian building operations. A new sounding in 1988 suggests that the 

latest Hittite levels were also truncated by Phrygian builders. 

The series of Phrygian fortification systems at Gordium shows a basic 

continuity of forms with improvement of technique. In the oldest 

known Phrygian stage a 7-metre thick rampart, built with masonry faces 

but filled with a packing of clay and beams, ran along the outer edges of 

the mound as an embankment and retaining wall. Its superstructure is 

THE PHRYGIAN KINGDOM 
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lost. It had an early gate at the north-east side, later transformed into a 

roofed postern-tunnel. This set of fortifications may be estimated to date 

to the ninth century. Monochrome pottery of the black-grey variety 

belongs to this stage, as yet without signs of alphabetic graffiti. We do 

not know if there were earlier Phrygian citadel walls, nor what kind of 

Hittite fortifications existed at Gordium. 

The oldest known system was replaced in what must have been the 

eighth century b.c. Clay terraces were added along the outside of the 

original embankment and a new, more capacious circuit wall was built 

with its own retaining system. Both inner and outer faces were built of 

improved limestone masonry of roughly rectangular blocks; the core 

was of rubble with anchor beams. The outer face of this wall was 

battered and stepped with ledges in its lower part (Pis. Vol., pi. 225). The 

rampart stands to 9 m in height and is pierced by an oblique east gateway 

of 9 m (Pis. to Vols. I—II, pi. 160). An inner gate chamber gives access to 

the citadel; large storage rooms flanked the gate on the north and south 

sides. This east entrance system still stands as one of the major 

monuments of ancient Anatolian architecture. It belongs to the era of 

Midas. 

The citadel of Gordium was subdivided internally by major enclosure 

walls which created privileged and controlled areas. A cross wall 

running NW-SE set the north-eastern part of the mound off from the 

lower south-western area. The buildings within the inner enclosures 

were basically of the megaton plan, rectangular structures with a roofed 

porch in front, with doorways set axially. They were oriented NE—SW 

and NW—SE. Two such megara stood in the first east court of the Midas 

period. Their walls were heavily timbered; round hearths lay in the main 

rooms. The floor of megaton 2, perhaps a temple, was decorated with a 

pebble mosaic of irregular geometric patterns. The elevation of these 

eighth-century megara can be reconstructed with the aid of a fallen stone 

acroterium and also through small sketches incised on the outer walls of 

megaton 2, showing a gabled building with central doorway, the gable 

crowned by a voluted acroterium (Fig. 41). In the main inner court of the 

citadel stood megaton 3, perhaps the palatial mansion of the eighth- 

century kings of Phrygia and hence also of Midas himself. The building 

measured over 18 m by 30 m; its interior width is about 15 m; an 

elaborate system of wooden posts supported galleries and the roof. The 

megaton had two hearths and was lavishly furnished. 

Other megara stood to the east and north. Behind the main series of 

megara 1—4, in the final stages of the Midas citadel, a large terrace was 

erected, burying the semi-demolished remnants of superseded megara. 

The terrace supported two enormous service buildings of multiple 

megaton plan, facing each other across a wide street. The complex was 
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Fig. 41. Graffiti showing gabled buildings from megaron 2, Gordium. Drawing by J. S. Last. 

(Gordion Publications, University Museum, Philadelphia.) 

largely devoted to the provision and preparation of food, supplies, and 

clothing, and also to the storage of more special and precious equipment. 

The large megara and the terrace complex had been the principal targets 

of looting and destruction by the Cimmerians. 

The organization reflected in the citadel plan is one of a privileged 

society prepared for war and siege, with storage for its supplies and 

treasures, with strict protection of hierarchy, to judge by the control 

points in the internal citadel courts, and with a tribal orientation toward 

the west, whether Anatolia or Europe. This capital of Midas does not 

resemble an oriental palatial establishment with multiple interior court¬ 

yards, nor the so-called hilani buildings of the South-east Anatolians, but 

it maintains the old system of large open courts in front of parallel 

freestanding megara, individual buildings which may be monumenta¬ 

lized and decorated but not subordinated in an intricate layout of 

rooms, vestibules and corridors. One cannot escape the conclusion that a 

Bronze Age style of living manifests itself at Gordium, and that the 

Phrygians show themselves heirs to a long tradition, to which the 

Trojans of Troy II and VI belonged and to a branch of which, on the 

other side of the Aegean, the Mycenaeans were also indebted. 

The fortifications of the Midas citadel were about to be remodelled 

and new terracing was in progress when the citadel was attacked by 

Cimmerian raiders and part of its monumental buildings looted and 

burnt down. After the catastrophe of 696/5, the citadel proper was not 

immediately rebuilt, but an outer fortification circuit of mud-brick with 

rectangular towers was erected along the east and south sides of the 

citadel, creating a protected lower city (Pis. Vol., pi. 226). Reconstruc¬ 

tion of the main citadel was completed in the early sixth century b.c. if 

not in the seventh; the available area of the main mound was again 

enlarged by the building of terraces of clay and rubble, which now filled 

the ancient gate and were held back by stepped stone retaining walls on 
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the east side, on top of which the new walls, towers, and gate rose. The 

new structures thus stood on the stumps of the old system, raising the 

level of the entire citadel by four to seven metres; analogous fills were 

laid over the entire built-up area of the main citadel. The new East Gate 

had a more regular plan than its oblique predecessor, again with flanking 

chambers; the walls were vertical with horizontal beams set at intervals 

in the regular masonry. 

If we can confidently associate the burnt and looted citadel with the 

final stages of Midas’ rule, we are at a loss for the historical identification 

of the kings who rebuilt the town. The reconstruction, thoroughly 

Phrygian in type, must have taken place during the rise of Gyges and the 

Mermnad dynasty of Lydia, to be discussed as the second major native 

kingdom of Anatolia. Yet, Gordium and other West Phrygian sites 

continue to be dominated archaeologically by the series of Phrygian 

traits noticed for the Midas era. In form and organization, the seventh/ 

sixth-century citadel at Gordium is a rebuilt version of its predecessor. 

We have no other good examples of this type of West Phrygian 

citadel. The old buildings on top of the rocky Midas City (Pis. Vol., pi. 

zz8a) in the Phrygian highlands^'* were lost through erosion, although 

rock-cut tunnels and cisterns belong to the fortification system of the 

early period. We do not know the Phrygian citadel of Ankara. The new 

excavations at Hacitugrul-Yenidogan some 35 km to the east of 

Gordium25 have begun to yield fortifications and inner enclosure 

systems of the eighth and seventh centuries b.c.; terracing and artificial 

embankments are also in evidence; the buildings within have not yet 

been exposed. 

In the area of Phrygian expansion to the east, we have one extensively 

excavated citadel, the Iron Age version of Biiyiikkale, former citadel of 

the Hittite capital of Hattusha (Bogazkoy).^^ The first reoccupation of 

the citadel (level II) is apparently not provided with fortifications, but 

small megaron houses are of typically Phrygian construction and plan. In 

level I, the citadel is equipped with ramparts and towers, partly reusing 

the remnants of the massive Hittite circuit, and with a stone-paved glacis 

along the south side. On the west slope, outside of the rampart, a 

staircase was sunk in the embankment, winding its way down to a well- 

shaft, a strategic device which has its counterparts in the rock-cut tunnels 

and shafts of Midas City. 

The upper city of the Phrygian era at Hattusha, with a fortification of 

the south citadel east of Nijantepe, is still being studied, but the 

differences in monumentality of the Biiyiikkale buildings as compared to 

Gordium are evident, as are the Phrygian characteristics of its inventory, 

including Phrygian alphabetic graffiti. 

E74, 37ff. “ E 130(1975), 210; (1976), 272. “ E 22, I32ff; E 101; E 102; E 103. 
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The chronology and historical analysis of the West Phrygian citadels 
and of Biiyukkale II—I will have to be based principally on the relative 
ceramic sequence now becoming known from Gordium. There, as we 
now know, wheel-made monochrome pottery of grey and black finish 
predominates through all of the Phrygian levels, with gradual and 
diagnostic changes of shapes. Alphabetic graffiti on grey ware are 
stratified in the pre-Cimmerian level. No imported Greek pottery has 
been found in this level, nor other objects of Greek origin; the alphabet 
may be the first sign of Greek contact. This absence of Greek material 
contrasts with the Greek legends of Midas’ interest in Delphi and his 
alleged marriage to a Cymaean princess. The first stratified Greek 
ceramic imports turn up in post-conflagration levels in the form of 
Rhodian bird bowl fragments and related pieces.Oriental imports do 
occur in the burnt debris of the pre-Cimmerian citadel, as in the terrace 
building; a number of ivory horse-bridle attachments betray their close 
affinity to blinders and frontlets from Nimrud; precious pieces of 
equestrian equipment, but not precisely datable.^8 

Parallel with this early sequence on the citadel of Gordium is the series 
of burials of Phrygian noblemen in the tumulus cemetery to the north 
east. Some eighty tumuli, varying in size, can be counted. The majority 
of these contain individual burials in flat-roofed wooden chambers, 
covered with rock-piles and earth mounds. These chambers, usually set 
in a bedrock cutting, have no doorways or dromoi, but were roofed over 
permanently after installation of burial and tomb gifts. The most 
elaborate chamber was found in the colossal tumulus which dominates 
the necropolis and the landscape at Gordium with its preserved height of 
5 3 m (Pis. Vol., pi. 229). The tomb chamber, reached through tunnelling 
in the excavations of 1957, was a gabled cabin measuring 6.20 x 5.15 m 
with a height of 3.2 5 m on the inside, with an added interior central gable 
support under its pitched ceiling. This was a traditional sample of 
Phrygian timber architecture adjusted to the purposes of the burial 
complex. An additional wooden casing enveloped the tomb in the rock- 
pile which covered it; the rock-pile itself was retained by an ashlar wall of 
limestone blocks; over the rock-pile a mass of clay had been piled up so 
solidly that it had acquired dome-like strength; additional earth fills 
brought the tumulus to its enormous original height, well over the 
preserved 53 m.^’ 

We have here a royal and monumental version of a burial custom 
which is new to Anatolia. Door-less timber graves crowned by tumuli 

^ E 139 (1959), 264, pi. 65, I. K. DeVries, who is studying the Greek ceramic material from 
Gordium, has discovered some unstratified Late Geometric Corinthian and East Greek sherds in 
post-Cimmerian deposits from the city mound. This raises the possibility that Greek ceramic 
imports will turn up in pre-Cimmerian context. 

® E 139 (1962), i66~7, pis. 46-7; E 108, pis. 20-1, 28-32. 29 £ 
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are known from prehistoric Europe; in south Russia (middle and lower 

Volga basin) they occur in the second millennium b.c., but the exact 

chronological and geographical connexion between south Russian and 

Scythian tumuli and the Phrygian series is not yet clear.^ 

The earliest excavated tumuli at Gordium by contents and compara¬ 

tive cross-dating cannot much antedate the eighth century b.c.; the most 

important tumuli (the large tumulus, and tumuli P, W, and Koerte III) 

belong in the pre-Cimmerian period of the second half or the last quarter 

of the eighth century b.c.; several seventh-century tumuli with wooden 

chambers have also been excavated. As a Phrygian cultural characteris¬ 

tic, tumuli are as important as the forms of buildings and citadel layout 

which are exemplified at Gordium. It is at present as impossible to 

determine the chronological start of the Gordium tumulus series as it is 

to date the arrival of the Phrygians at Gordium; the custom of tumulus 

burial in timber graves was most likely brought in by the first tribal 

leaders of the Phrygians who settled in Anatolia. It has been recognized 

in other Phrygian sites, notably in the excavated series of Phrygian 

tumuli of Ankara.^' Unexcavated tumuli lie near the large citadel of 

Hacitugrul-Yenidogan, other tumuli can be seen in the Dinar-Afyon 

area and in ‘Mushki’ territory, at Kerkenes Dag 23 km north west of 

Alishar and at ^alapverdi about 50 km to the south east, perhaps a semi- 

Luwian site.^z Phrygian tumuli also appear as far to the south west as the 

plain of Elmah in north Lycia. A tumulus built of stones without earth 

filling or cover contained a wooden chamber with typical Phrygian 

paraphernalia for the deceased; graffiti are Phrygian, and the use of 

silver for some of the fibulae, omphalos bowls, small cauldrons, belts, 

horse trappings and furniture appliques indicates wealth not attested at 

Gordium.33 Expansion of Phrygian tumuli is now also attested in the 

region of Tyana (Nigde-Bor).3^ 

The Phrygian timber grave differs from the built stone chambers in 

Lydian tumuli which have doorways and dromoi; hybrids occur in the 

later West Anatolian development. The pedigree of the Phrygian 

tumulus is independent of the Mycenaean tholos tomb, which, although 

covered by a tumulus, is always provided with doorway and dromos. 

In the Gordium cemetery some of the smaller and later tumuh contain 

cremations in shallow unlined pits; cremation also occurs for many 

of the simple graves of the commoners. Cremation as a burial custom 

was not new to Western and Central Anatolia; both in Troy and in the 

central Hittite area cremation was practised in the second millennium 

B.C.; at Bogazkoy, cremations are characteristic of the earlier Phrygian 

levels. 

30 E 19, 88-95; E 54; E 55, 528-84. 31 E 109; E 49; E 36. 32 g g jq 

33 E48, 32-3, figs. 32-40, 45-6, 48-35. 34 E 3. 
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Fig. 42. Plan of the tomb chamber (the Midas tomb) in tumulus MM, Gordium. (After E t43, 

fig. 66.) 

The dominant position of the large tumulus at Gordium and its 

unusually rich contents have to be interpreted historically as the burial 

monument of the most important king of the citadel. The chamber (Fig. 

42) contained the body of a man in his mid-sixties, laid in an open coffin 

with elaborate textile covers. His age allows for a long career as a king 

and warrior (Pis. Vol., pi. 230). The material in the tomb chamber 

corresponds in type and date to that in the burnt level of the citadel. 

Again, alphabetic graffiti occur in this context, both incised on wax strips 
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applied to bronze bowls (Pis. VoL, pi. 232) and directly scratched in the 

clay of some vessels. Greek imports are absent, oriental bronzes 

(cauldron attachments, lion and ram’s head situlae) denoted imports 

from the lands with which the historical Midas-Mita maintained 

connexions. The identification of the buried king as Midas is the more 

probable because the fame and historicity of the dynasty rests solely with 
him. ^5 

The sequence of events at the time of the Cimmerian raids on Midas’ 

kingdom and Gordium will have to be hypothetically restored. So far as 

can be read from the record of the burnt and plundered citadel, the 

raiders came and went. They did not settle at Gordium, nor did they 

demolish the stronghold. They must have killed, looted, and continued 

their expedition carrying with them the portable wealth of the Phrygian 

capital, the precious metal, the useful weapons, some captives, and, 

surely, large numbers of horses and other animals. Phrygian manpower 

was hurt, the strength of the army and cavalry gone, and Midas was 

killed after a long and famous rule. We do not know if he was at 

Gordium when the raid took place, and we do not know how he died, the 

story of the bulls’ blood being a Greek dramatization. His tomb must 

have been partially prepared during his lifetime, so that the burial 

ceremonies could be completed soon after the death of the king; the 

tomb would then be roofed, covered with the additional timber and with 

rubble, and the tumulus could be erected in stages. 

Since Midas was active on the Assyrian scene from 730 or 717 to 709, 

he would have been bom by 75 5 or 760. By the date of the Cimmerian 

attack he would have been in his sixties, the age of the king in the large 

tumulus. 

The paraphernalia with which Midas was buried do not include 

precious metal, nor are weapons part of the equipment. This is however 

true of most Phrygian tomb chambers excavated. The tomb gifts consist 

of wooden furniture, including some of the finest inlaid wooden serving 

stands (Pis. Vol., pi. 231), large numbers of bronze vessels, to a total of 

170, textiles, personal garments and fibulae (175), studded leather belts 

(10), and some pottery. 

Midas’ anonymous successors were buried with less pomp in smaller 

tumuli at Gordium. The seventh-century tumuli of Gordium and 

Ankara, datable by Greek imports, continue the burial customs of the 

timber graves in mounds. Eclipsed by their Lydian neighbours, these 

local kings are not known to us by name, although some of them have 

been respectfully disinterred by the excavators. 

E 141, 50-1; here and in previous reports Young dates the tomb 725-720 B.c. and attributes it 

to the father of Midas; E 143, 271-2. 
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Phrygian Crafts, Industries and Monuments 

From the remnants of the inventory of the burnt citadel at Gordium and 

from the furnishings of the eighth-century tumuh we can form a general 

impression of the originality of Phrygian art and its relationship to east 

and west. 

The most remarkable discoveries are the elaborately carved and inlaid 

pieces of wooden furniture, the best samples of which came to light in 

the tomb of Midas and in tumulus P, the grave of a young child.^ The 

inlay work of juniper in boxwood is done in a precise, miniaturist 

fashion. The designs are variants of rectangular geometric motifs 

(swastika, extended swastika and cross, simple running meander, 

stacked and chained hooks); many of these are set in small square panels 

against an openwork background or a solid background with tiny 

triangular and rhomboid inlays. Curvilinear, knotted versions of the 

swastika occur, also incurved squares with semicircular filling motifs, 

and closed or openwork roundds with looped designs (Fig. 43). Both 

the forms and the decoration of some of these pieces denote a long 

Phrygian tradition. The serving stands, two of which stood against the 

east wall of the Midas tomb chamber (Pis. Vol., pi. 251), and one in the 

grave of tumulus P, are at present unparalleled in their form. They were 

meant to be set up vertically, supported by a single leg in the rear, 

attached to an ornamented ledge which projected backward from the 

top. This ledge had two or three circular openings in which small 

cauldrons were set, some provided with ladles. In front of the two 

serving stands in the Midas tomb, but at some distance, stood a large 

number of tables, one highly decorated, with bronze vessels (Fig. 42). 

The geometric repertoire of the wooden furniture betrays no foreign 

influence; we must consider it of authentic Phrygian derivation. The 

Phrygians also carved wood in the round and in relief. Among the burnt 

furniture of megaron 3 are panels with horsemen (Fig. 44), and with a file 

of horned animals preceded by a horseman. The slanting stance of the 

animals is similar to that of stags painted on pottery of Ali§ar IV type, 

specimens of which are represented in the burnt level at Gordium.^^ 

Ivory inlay plaques from furniture in megaron 3 are carved in a native 

style but use an imported oriental medium. One of these small plaques 

gives us a good rendering of a Phrygian horseman with helmet, spear, 

and round shield (Pis. Vol., pi. 233). Wooden figurines carved in the 

round come from tumulus P. They are of an animal style which betrays 

‘nomadic’ affinities and as such belongs neither to the traditions of the 

^ E 140; E 125; E 126. 

E 139 (i960), pi. 61, figs. 23—4, charred plaque; 240, pi. 58, fig. 15, painted sherd. 
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Fig. 45. Reconstruction of a table from the Midas tomb, Gordium, by Elizabeth Simpson. 

Fig. 44. Wooden relief panel with horsemen, from megaron 5, Gordium. Length 29 cm. (After 

From Athens to Gordion (R. S. Young Memorial Papers, ed. K. DeVries (Philadelphia 1980), 47, 

fig. 8.) 
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Fig. 45. Bone bridle crossings from building R, Gordium. Drawn by A. Seuffert. (Gordion 

Publications, University Museum, Philadelphia; cf. e 159 (1964), pi. 84, fig. 14.) 

Near East nor to those of Greece. Near Eastern motifs and groupings are 

used, however, such as a winged griffin and a lion-versus-bull fight; both 

of the latter have their inspiration in the Near Eastern koine?'^ 

The same Phrygian independence can be noted for the textiles, 

fragments of which came from the tumuli, many from the Midas tomb, 

and from megaron 3. Kilim-Wke weaves are apparent; the patterns, so far 

as analysed, are rectangular stepped motifs, crosses and blocks, half¬ 

swastikas, rhomboids, in a remarkable anticipation of later Anatolian 

kilim designs. The walls of tumulus P’s tomb chamber were probably 

covered with fabric.^’ 

The unusual preservation of the wood and textile material at Gordium 

strengthens the evidence for Phrygian native traditions. Both media 

were amply available in Western Anatolia. Wooden architecture and 

carpentry, cabinet-making and joinery thrived; many containers were 

still made of wood. Weaving was a major industry, with evidence for 

looms in the service buildings at Gordium, in a land where sheep were 

the great providers of wool, milk, and meat. The Sangarius valley had 

large open grazing fields, although the ancient forests were nearer to 

Gordium than they are today. The juniper and cedar logs in the Midas 

tomb are enormous trees, with tree-rings recording life-spans of up to 

700 years for some of the trees. 

A major industry of the Phrygians was metallurgy, but in this they 

were indebted both to the West Anatolian tradition of their predecessors 

and to the East Anatolian, Urartian, and Mesopotamian schools of 

metallurgy. Phialae, cauldrons, ladles, pitchers are largely of a koine type 

belonging to prosperous courts in the Near East and listed as tribute to 

the Assyrian king. Two of the cauldrons in the Midas tomb have 

Urartian attachments and thus emphasize the royal connexions with the 

Urartian court.The two situlae from the Midas tomb are luxury 

^ Ivory plaques from furniture, E 139 (i960), 240, pi. 60, fig. 25; wooden figurines (1957), 526, 

pis. 91-2, figs. 17-21; E 81; Kohler in E 143,31-6; e 81. 

^ L. Bellinger, ‘Textiles from Gordion’, BuUetin of the Needle and Bobbin Club (1962) j-33; 

E 159 (^917). 5^6; Ellis in e 143, 294-310. ^ e 86. 

E 139 (1958), 151, pis. 25-6, figs. 15-7; E 7, 39-48, pis. I, n, iv; e 159 (1938). 152, frontispiece. 
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imports, whether of Assyrian or related origin; they are lion’s and ram’s 

head vessels with bucket handles, used as dippers also at the Assyrian 

court in Sargon’s days. 

Apart from these orientalizing items, typical Phrygian metalwork also 

can be recognized. Among the vessels, bowls with ring-handles set in 

bolster attachments and with encircling metal bands are characteristic of 

Phrygian tumuli (Gordium and Ankara; P/s. to Vols. 7-77, pi. 15 8r); in 

tumulus P a wooden bowl of this form was found. This kind of bowl 

makes its way from Phrygia to the West.''^ Typical Phrygian personal 

adornments are bronze belts with engraved geometric decoration and 

adjustable hook-and-loop attachments; the end with the hook was pulled 

tight with the aid of a half-loop which was shaped like a fibula-bow. The 

belts from tumulus P had very fine engraving on the surface; the designs 

are set in panels and have combinations of meander, swastika, and 

rhomboid patterns. The belts were backed with leather. Such Phrygian 

belts were exported to the West and imitated by the Greeks (Cy4H 111^.3, 

449, Fig. 59)."*^ Silver Phrygian belts were found in the Elmali plain 

tumulus near Bayindir.'*^ Other Phrygian belts had patterns of metal 

studs set in leather, such as the ten wide belts found in the tomb of Midas. 

The studs on the belt in tumulus W are even finer, bead-like, and form 

interlaced loop patterns. A studded belt is worn by Midas’ ally Warpa- 

lawas (P/s. to Vo/s. 7-77, pi. 15 9a) in the rock relief at Ivriz, conceivably as 

a Phrygian gift. Warpalawas also wears a fibula of Phrygian type to fasten 

the upper edges of his cloak together. Even his costume may be of 

Phrygian derivation.“*5 

The fibula as a basic ingredient of costuming is not a Phrygian 

invention, but there are distinctive types of Phrygian fibulae and within 

Anatolia Phrygia sets the fashion.The finest collection was found in 

Midas’ tomb (P/s. to Vo/s. I—II, pi. 15 8^). The most elaborate Phrygian 

fibulae were so well cast and decorated that even in bronze they could 

count as works of minor art and personal adornment. In the terrace 

building on the city mound at Gordium three fibulae of precious metal 

were found, overlooked by the plunderers. Phrygian fibulae are clear 

indicators of trade and cultural exchange, both in Anatolia, where, as in 

Bogazkoy, the presence of numerous typically Phrygian fibulae rein¬ 

forces the conclusion of Phrygian presence based on many other traits; 

and in the west, where fibulae occur especially in sanctuaries, perhaps as 

part of votive garment offerings.'*'^ Whatever the origin of fibulae in 

general, the Phrygian fibula is evidently a necessary adjunct of the 

Phrygian costume, and it must be a piece of authentic Phrygian 

E 5, 81—5; E 18, 189-90; E 28, 89—90. 

E 159 (1957), 327, pi. 92, fig. 23, tumulus P; e 28, 90-1; e 26; e 27, 214—22. 

^ £48,00.48. E 8, pis. 140, xxiv; E 23, 291-2, figs. 327—8; e 31. 

^ E 99; E 30, 46-7; E 41. E 99, 59-<>3; E 18, 186-9; E ^8, 88. 
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equipment, perhaps of European origin, improved and shaped into its 

characteristic forms in the period when Phrygian metallurgy was 

reaching its acme. 

The more modest medium of pottery demonstrates again that the 

roots of Phrygian arts and crafts were West Anatolian (even if adjusted 

from a European tradition); this leads to a basically monochrome grey 

ware tradition. The relatively rare painted variants betray affinities to 

three different repertoires. The first is the Ali§ar IV style, already 

mentioned above as occasionally represented in local imitations at 

Gordium. This style, best known from the abundant examples of craters 

with stag friezes against a background filled with small concentric 

circles, has been discussed by Ekrem Akurgal as the early Phrygian style 

of pottery.^® Geographically the distribution of the style is weighted 

towards the Ali§ar area and East rather than West Anatolia, but the 

examples and imitations in eighth-century Gordium, as well as the 

affinity of the carved wooden furniture panel from megaron 3 to this 

style make a link with Phrygia clear: are we looking at Mushki rather 

than West Phrygian motifs? The second painted style is more at home in 

Phrygia proper; it has a rather simpler geometric repertoire than the 

carved woodwork and the engraved metal; the pots are of buff or reddish 

fabric and have friezes of triangles, rhomboids, checkerboards, hatched 

panels, with a preference for wavy lines set between simple bands; 

groups of large compass-drawn concentric circles betray an affinity to 

the Cypriot repertoire (or to its Cilician equivalent). In tumulus P a small 

black-on-red Cypro-geometric juglet was found along with an imitation 

in blue paste. The paint of the simple Phrygian geometric ware is put 

directly on the smoothed clay; a variant develops before the end of the 

eighth century introducing a white ground panel in a red-polished 

background; the panels contain geometric motifs in the early stages of 

this technique; in the seventh century, animals and other representatio¬ 

nal motifs occur. The third painted style is best exemplified in the tombs; 

tumuli III Koerte, P {P/s. to Vols. I—II, pi. 158a), and W. On a well 

levigated light buff clay, designs are painted with a fine brush in a 

reddish-brown paint; the surface is burnished all over after painting into 

a fine glossy finish. The designs are networks of continuous decoration: 

checkerboard, rhomboid net, hatching, dotting, striping, with an 

occasional simple or double-hooked meander, and small panels opened 

for animal decoration: hawks, ibexes, lions, sphinxes. The bodies of the 

animals are textured in linear patterns, quite unlike the silhouetted stags 

of the Alijar IV style.This kind of Phrygian pottery is rare and 

precious at Gordium. The shapes are often strainer-spouted jugs of 

exaggerated proportions. The ware is known in several fragments from 

E 5, 1—8. ^9 E 122. 
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the site of Alaeddin Tepe in the heart of Konya.This suggests that 

Konya rather than Gordium may be the centre of production and 

innovation in this instance; the occurrence of rather less disciplined but 

related painted wares at the site of Golludag north of Nigde^i suggests 

that we may be looking here at a South Phrygian variant of painted 

pottery. 

All three painted styles borrow motifs back and forth. It is important 

to note that running meanders appear in the painted repertoire before 

700 B.C., with no trace of Greek affinity otherwise. Although many of the 

painted vessels in the tumulus groups may have been imported from 

special workshops in the Phrygian kingdom, no Greek pottery appears 

in the pre-Cimmerian burials or citadel strata, as noted above. On the 

other hand, Phrygian and part-Phrygian painted pottery of eighth- 

century style is widely represented in East Anatolia, especially in its 

Alijar IV variant. A painted jug from Carchemish is surely to be labelled 
Phrygian.52 

The references to Carchemish, Golludag and Ivriz in connexion with 

Phrygian minor arts underline the existence of historical contacts in the 

Midas era. The reverse current has been noted in connexion with metal 

imports in the tomb of Midas and ivories in his citadel. Whether Midas 

intended to give his citadel some embellishment in neo-Hittite style in 

the form of a sculptured gateway we cannot state with certainty, but 

broken fragments of sculpted orthostats have been found in the vicinity 

of the inner gate between the courts of megaton 1-2 and that of 3. The 

pieces are partly unfinished, but they betray neo-Hittite inspiration both 

as orthostats and in their iconography. One slab with a lion’s head rising 

as a three-dimensional frontal sculpture out of the relief is of a Phrygian 

linear execution, as are two lion protomes which must have projected 

from a facade, perhaps of megaron 2.55 

Sculpted orthostats did ornament Phrygian buildings in the vicinity of 

Ankara, where a series of andesite slabs carved with lion, bull, horse, 

sphinx, and griffin designs has been found.5'’ The Ankara orthostats are 

much more proficient works of art than the Gordium pieces, and 

evidently closer to neo-Hittite art. They may have belonged to ceremo¬ 

nial entrances of hitherto unexcavated official or sacred buildings. 

Phrygian sculptural experiments are also known from the area of 

Emirdag—Afyon and from Mihalh^^ik, combining neo-Hittite tech¬ 

nique and inspiration with local adaptation.55 The date of this hybrid 

^ E 5, 14, pis. 2lb, 22. E I 28 (7»r<fe >1D), figs. 22—3. 

52 E 5, pi. 13 for a related, although somewhat different piece; e 159 (i960), pi. 58, fig. 21, from 

megaron 3, Gordium. 

53 E 139 (1956), 262, pi. 92, figs. 42—3; orthostats: E 139 (1958), pi. 21, fig. 4; (1964), 288. 

5^ E 5, 67—8; E 23, 292—4; AJA 68 (1964), 159, 74; (1970), 167; E 63; E 37. 

55 E 134; AJA 70 (1966), 153 (Mihalb^^ik). 
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Phrygian sculpture must be pre-Cimmerian, late eighth century; 

although some of it may continue into the seventh and sixth, we cannot 

move far beyond the neo-Hittite frame of reference. 

The most original monumental stone carvings of the Phrygians are 
the famous rock facades of Midas City and other sites in the highlands. 
They form a regional concentration unparalleled in the Gordium area, 
but the natural environment of Midas City is rupestrian, as opposed to 
the river valleys near Gordium. 

The carved fa5ades, of which the Midas monument is the principal one 

(Pis. Vol., pi. 228),probably owe their first impetus to the Hittite rock 

carvings of central and also Western Anatoha, the nearest of which 

would have been at Gavurkalesi between Ankara and Gordium, the 

farthest at Karabel and Sipylus near the west coast. The form of the rock- 

cut fagade is completely Phrygian. The Midas monument in its height of 

16 m and width of 16.40 m renders the front of an old Phrygian megaron 

of about the size of Gordium megaron 5, the ‘palace’ of Midas, complete 

with pediment and acroterium. Its decoration is in geometric patterns of 

Phrygian, non-Greek derivation. The upright frame has continuous 

motifs, presumably rendering wood carving and inlays of the prototype. 

Plaques rather than tiles are rendered on the tie beam. The wall surface 

with the repetitive meandroid cross-pattern could represent wooden 

carved panelling, all of this burnt and lost at Gordium. The large 

inscription on the side and over the pediment will ultimately reveal the 

relationship of this monument to Midas, whose name and old-fashioned 

titles appear in the dative. The proper understanding of the inscription 

may also settle the disputed matter of chronology. The monument has 

no features which are unparalleled in pre-Cimmerian Gordium, and may 

date to the Midas period or the next generation. 

This type of monument with a clearly rendered doorway and niche is 

thought to represent a shrine rather than a palace. A dowel-hole 

preserved in the top rear of the niche may have served to keep a statue or 

relief in place. Other facades confirm this arrangement, most explicitly 

the fa9ade of Arslankaya to the west of the mountain range, which has a 

niche with carved opened doors revealing the Phrygian goddess Kubile 

with two rampant lions. Here the religious symbolism is evident: the 

rock formation has been given the shape of a Phrygian building in front, 

but remains part of the natural mountain setting; the tall rock has a lion 

carved on one rough side and a griffin-like animal on the other. 

Arslankaya is inscribed on the horizontal cornice of the pediment, in 

which sphinxes flank the king-post. Here Phrygian sculpture enhvens 

and explains the severe basics of the Midas monument; again the date is 

disputed. 

“ E74, 75ff. 
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In the highlands, Phrygian rock-cut monuments continue to be made 

from the Midas period into the Lydian era; the same development can be 

traced for the monumental tombs of the area, which start with an awe¬ 

inspiring Phrygian chamber tomb flanked by rampant and rechning 

lions at Arslantaj; continuing with large chamber tombs decorated with 

appropriate reliefs, including warriors, a Gorgo, and gigantic hons; and 

develop in the direction of increasing Hellenization during the seventh 

and sixth centuries b.c.^'^ 

All of this art is rock cut and as such typically Anatolian. The 

Phrygians in the highlands set an example which was in turn influential 

in the art of their Anatolian Iron Age neighbours, who began to copy 

their own architectural forms in rock-cut replicas. 

Sculpture in the service of cult and religion also thrived in the central 

Phrygian cities. In the eighth century, the cult of the goddess Kubaba of 

Carchemish was conflated with a local worship of a Phrygian goddess 

Matar Kubile. Kubile’s image now became a cult-relief, borrowing 

essential features from the neo-Hittite goddess. The long robe, the polos, 

the veil covering head and shoulders, and the pose, a frontal relief rather 

than a statue facing the worshipper, are traits common to an eighth- 

century cult-relief of Kubaba from Carchemish and Kubile naiskoi from 

Ankara (P/r. to Vols. /-//, pi. i59<0 Gordium. These naiskoi are 

replicas of a Phrygian shrine, often with tell-tale architectural features 

such as acroteria and geometric decoration, indicating that temples 

indeed may have existed as prototypes both of the naiskoi and of the giant 

rock-cut version of a Kubile shrine at Arslankaya.^® The most elaborate 

variant was found all but in situ in a built niche of the outer south-east 

gate of the Phrygian citadel at Bogazkoy (P/r. to Vols. I—II, pi. 159^). 

Here the goddess is accompanied by two musicians; the other reliefs 

mostly render her as holding a vase and a bird.^’ Lions are not associated 

with this central Phrygian version of Kubile, but appear prominently in 

the highlands at Arslankaya. As such, Matar Kubile(ia) and oreia, the 

Phrygian goddess migrated to many peripheral districts in Anatolia and 

ultimately to Greece. 

It may finally be noted that Phrygian art rarely shows us the 

appearance of the Phrygians themselves. As warriors and horsemen we 

see them in the minor arts of the Midas level at Gordium, in ivory 

plaques from megaron 3 (Pis. Vol., pi. 233) and megaton 4. Equestrian 

equipment (snaffle-bits, frontlets, blinders) lay stored in the terrace¬ 

building. At Bogazkoy, a simple miniature votive stela has a Phrygian 

archer on horseback, a hunter, carved among animals on the side. A 

mounted warrior appears on the orthostat from Mihalli^gik, the latter 

perhaps of sixth-century date.^o 

5’ E 74, I 1 zff. E 94, E 22, I joff; E 21. 

^ E 24, AJA 70(1966), 155 (Mihalli99ik). 
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More explicit renderings of Phrygian soldiers, hunters, and horsemen 

make their appearance on sixth-century terracotta revetments from 

Diiver in Pisidia to Gordium, and to Pazarli near Alaca (Pis. Vol., pi. 

234).^’ At the same time, bichrome painted pottery becomes more 

prolific in renderings of the human figure. The largest sculptured 

warriors appear on the sixth-century(?) Yilan Ta§, a rock-cut tomb 

chamber in the highlands. The colossal rehefs show warriors with 

crested helmets, spears, and round shields. 

In the days of Midas, military action seems to have preoccupied the 

Phrygians rather than the depiction of their deeds and appearance. They 

must have taken pride in their colourful equipment, which included 

ornaments of geometric or animal style. Among the finest pieces of 

Phrygian minor art are four bone carvings decorating bridle crossings, 

with figures of hawks seizing hares, an Anatolian motif carved now in 

firm Phrygian style (Fig. 45).*^ 

The original forms of the first Phrygian buildings and artefacts have 

come to light through the excavations of recent decades; the world of 

Midas is being recovered from Phrygian soil. It looks a bit different from 

the Hellenized and Romanized images of Phrygian culture and people. 

II. THE LYDIAN KINGDOM 

Unlike the Phrygian kingdom, the Lydian kingdom boasts a dynastic 

sequence, as we gather from the Greek tradition and first of all from 

Herodotus. It emerges from a mythologized past in the Dark Ages and 

rises to historicity with a ruler who closely follows Midas in time and 

fate: Gyges, who became king of Lydia, was threatened by the Cimmer¬ 

ians raiding Western Anatolia, and who appealed to faraway Ashurbani- 

pal of Assyria for an alliance and for help. He was given support, but 

went under in one of the Cimmerian attacks, as did his predecessor in 

Phrygia. 

Gyges ruled in Sardis and is a much better known historical figure 

than Midas, principally because his connexions with the Greeks were so 

close. His original land was the middle and upper Hermus valley and the 

realm to the north and south as far as Lydian was spoken; he, like Midas, 

undertook conquests outside his territory and tried to establish a 

kingship of international rank. In his cosmopohtan outlook he reached 

as far as Egypt, where he established contact and an alhance with 

Psammetichus 1. 

The origin of the Lydians, as the linguists have established, is Bronze 

Age Anatolian. Their land, if we go by the range of Lydian inscriptions 

and tradition, bordered on the Mysians to the north, the Phrygians to the 

east, the Carians to the south, and the Greeks to the west. Boundaries 

« E 2; E 45. « E 74, figs. 154-6. « E 139 (1964), 283, pi. 84, fig. 14. 
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were imprecise, but the Lydians evidently did not inherit a Bronze Age 

tradition of seafaring. 

The land was wealthy agriculturally, given the plains of the Hermus 

and the Cayster; sheep, cattle, and horses were plentiful. Prehistoric and 

Late Bronze Age sites are attested for the area, which attracted the 

military attention of Hittite kings as early as the fifteenth century b.c. 

(Tuthaliya’s Assuwa campaign). Sardis, at the northern slope of the 

Tmolus mountain, became the main city in the Iron Age. It is an 

acropolis town (Pis. Vol., pi. 256 a, h) with a natural stronghold 

dominating a lower city and the plain; it was not founded on a compact 

prehistoric mound of the type seen at Gordium or at Old Smyrna— 

Bayrakli. Deep soundings in the lower town at Sardis have reached Early 

Iron Age levels, below which are indications of Late Bronze Age 

occupation.®'* Of the earliest strata, pottery is the main indication; from 

the beginning of the Iron Age it is mixed with local Protogeometric and 

Geometric wares.®® In the course of its development Lydian pottery, 

although establishing a repertoire of its own, betrays its affinity to 

contemporary Greek wares. This is the result of the vicinity of the Aeolic 

and Ionian settlers; on the other hand, Phrygian resemblances and 

exchanges may also be noted, and there is some Egyptian influence. 

A combination of archaeological and pseudo-historical data is as yet 

premature, but the tradition reported by Herodotus (1.7) of a Heraclid 

dynasty may refer to a new start at Sardis after the wars of the Sea 

Peoples, with Greek participation.®® The names of the rulers of this 

dynasty are, however, an unreliable mixture, ending with Kandaules— 

Myrsilus, whose names are Lydian—Hittite. The dynasty, if originally 

Greek and Heraclid (rather than Tylonid) must have been Lydianized by 

the generation of Kandaules whose hapless end is related by Herodotus 

(1.8-12). 

Gyges, the new ruler and founder of the Mermnad dynasty, was the 

son of Dascylus, a name belonging with Dascylium and perhaps 

pointing to Mysian and Phrygian affiliation. Gyges’ actions, as indicated 

above, somewhat resemble those of Midas, whose death may have 

preceded Gyges’ accession by about ten years. Gyges’ first embassy to 

Nineveh took place some time between 668 and 665 b.c., and was sent 

under the threat of a Cimmerian invasion.®^ According to the fragmen¬ 

tary texts of Ashurbanipal, Gyges was apparently inspired by a dream to 

seek his aid. He sent his messenger on horseback, presumably by the 

road through Phrygia and Tabal, but when the rider arrived in Nineveh 

E 73 (1963), 7-9; (1966), 8; (1967), 36—7; E 72, 308-9; E 69. 20—3. 

“ E 69, 23-4, 26-7. “ E 73 (1967), 38; E 72, 309; E 67, I5ff. 

A 344 I, ccclii, II, 20-3, 156-7, 167-954 35 II, * 784-5, 849, 893; E 112, nos. 292-5; e 107, 202, 

249; A 327; A 342; A 343; E 44. 
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his land and language were initially a mystery to the Assyrian king. ‘But 

of all the languages of East and of West, over which the god Ashur has 

given me control, there was no interpreter of his tongue. His language 

was foreign, so that his words were not understood.’*® The precise effect 

of Gyges’ request for aid is not known, but some form of Assyrian 

assistance was probably made available. In a later embassy Gyges sent 

two captive Cimmerian chieftains in iron fetters along with rich gifts to 

Ashurbanipal. Then, however, his loyalty to the Assyrian waned, and he 

was accused by Ashurbanipal of having sent his forces to the aid of 

Tushamilki-Pishamilki, Psammetichus, king of Egypt, to support the 

latter’s rebellion against Assyria. Ashurbanipal cursed his disloyal ally 

and the Cimmerians indeed overcame Gyges and his land. The chrono¬ 

logy of these events is not strictly clear from Ashurbanipal’s records. An 

Assyrian astrological text records the Cimmerian threat for 657 b.c.*® 

The war of Psammetichus, whether directed against Ashurbanipal or 

against his Egyptian rivals, was successful by 655 b.c.; the auxiliary 

forces allegedly sent by Gyges are generally interpreted to have been the 

Carian and Ionian ‘bronze men from the sea’ (Hdt. ii.i 52) who helped 

Psammetichus gain the upper hand in Egypt. The sending of troops 

overseas could only have taken place in Ionian or Carian ships. 

The end of Gyges’ reign and the catastrophic attack under the 

chieftain Lygdamis occurred several years after this demonstration of 

Lydia’s strength and disrespect vis-a-vis the weakening Assyrian king. 

Gyges’ dates have been variously calculated as c. 685-645.™ In the Greek 

chronology, Herodotus gives Gyges a reign of 38 years. A synchronism 

with Archilochus (fr. ig West) fits right in the span of c. 685—645 

proposed on Assyrian and Egyptian evidence. Of the Egyptian diploma¬ 

tic connexions of Gyges we do not know the beginning nor the entire 

cultural scope. 

Gyges’ relationship to the Greeks in Ionia is recorded as an aggressive 

policy against Magnesia (Nic. Damasc. FGrH go f 62), Miletus, Smyrna, 

and Colophon (Hdt. 1.14; Paus. iv.21.5; ix.2g.4). The support of the 

Delphic oracle for his claim to the Lydian throne (Hdt. 1.15-14) was 

rewarded by Gyges with sumptuous dedications at Delphi, much silver 

ware and six gold craters of thirty talents each, set up in the Corinthian 

treasury next to the throne of Midas. The friendship with Delphi was 

based on diplomatic considerations evidently combined with super¬ 

stition, as later Lydian embassies to various oracles confirm. 

In the AnatoUan districts, Gyges must have had some influence in the 

Mysian region, if indeed he controlled the road and allowed the 

Milesians to found Abydus (Strab. xiii.5go). Dascylium and Dascylus, 

Gyges’ father, would theoretically fit into this sphere of influence. The 

“ E 44, 68. « A 527, 25. ™ E 79; A 345. 
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relationship to the Phrygians is likely to have been friendly. Even if we 

do not know the names of Midas’ successors, we know from the 

buildings at Gordium and Midas City, and from the tumuli at Gordium 

and Ankara, that local princes continued to rule Phrygia and lived in the 

same cultural tradition as Midas, although in less cosmopolitan style. 

Striking Near Eastern imports begin to fade from the tomb groups as 

East Greek and Lydian objects made their appearance. Among the 

pottery in both Lydia and Phrygia are Protocorinthian wares, Rhodian 

bird bowls, and regional imitations; these would belong in the period of 

Gyges’ rule and attest the increasing infiltration of Greek trade and 

contacts via Lydia into Phrygian territory.’’ 

The wealth mythologically attributed to Midas is factually attested for 

Gyges. His ‘Gygadas’ (Hdt. 1.14) in Delphi must have made a dazzling 

display of gold and silver vessels and implements; by comparison Midas’ 

bronze inventory in Gordium is sturdy but modest, and remarkable 

more for its admixture of genuine Oriental items than for its intrinsic 

wealth or artistry. In Delphi, Phrygian wooden furniture stood along¬ 

side Lydian precious metal. Gyges had begun the exploitation of Lydian 

gold from the Pactolus and had access to silver mines in Anatolia.’2 We 

do not have Gyges’ tomb furnishings to test the comparison with Midas 

in detail. The excavations at Sardis may have identified the tumulus of 

Gyges in Karniyarik Tepe,’^ one of the large tumuli in the spectacular 

necropolis of Sardis on the north bank of the Hermus river, nicknamed 

Bintepe, a thousand mounds. Here indeed is a royal tumulus cemetery 

rivalling that of Gordium, and attesting a similar tradition of monumen¬ 

tal mound-building over noblemen’s graves. Karniyarik Tepe was 

investigated by tunnelling; a stone krepis was found inside the mound, 

enclosing a preliminary tumulus some 90 m in diameter; it was built of 

two courses of ashlar blocks crowned with a round moulding (Pis. Vol., 

pi. 237^, b). On the upper ashlar course large monograms were carved, 

some of which were tentatively read as Gugu. The identification of the 

mound as that of Gyges depends, however, on its size and prominence at 

Bintepe. The chamber has not yet been found. 

Whether this tumulus indeed contains the chamber of Gyges or not, 

the tradition of tumulus burial was surely honoured by the Mermnad 

dynasty. All excavated tumuli at Bintepe contain stone chambers with 

doors and dromoi or antechambers and are as such technically more 

developed and formally different from the doorless timber graves of 

Phrygian tumuli. The earliest Gordium tumuli antedate the oldest 

excavated Lydian tumuli by at least a century. In view of the geographi- 

R. S. Young, University Museum Bulletin 17.4 (195 5) 55; e 82; e 5, pi. H3; e 75 (1966), 11, fig. 6. 

’2 E 72, 315; E 118, 54-5; E69, 37-41. 

73 E 73 (1964), 53-5; (1965), 27-35; (1966), 27-50; (1967), 43-7; E 105, 84-5; E 69, 57-8. 
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cal and chronological proximity of the Phrygian and Lydian dynasties, 

the similarity in burial customs is as important as the structural variant in 

chamber-building. It seems that tumulus graves were introduced by the 

Phrygians in Western Anatolia, and adapted by their neighbours the 

Lydians in a hybrid type, which borrows features from the built or rock- 

cut chamber tomb; Egyptian architectural stimuli are perhaps to be 

considered. 

In the habitation levels at Sardis, material contemporary with Gyges 

has been reached; signs of destruction may indeed be due to Cimmerian 

raids in Gyges’ time, but in the outer north-western sector a violent 

attack is attested at an earlier date, perhaps as early as 725 or 740 8.0.’“* 

The strata sealed in by a later destruction contain Lydian ware associated 

with Middle or Late Protocorinthian, Rhodian, and Ephesian wares. 

Here, as in most Iron Age strata of Sardis, the admixture of Greek 

pottery is constant. The association is chronologically valuable and will 

potentially extend Lydian correlative chronology back into the Dark 

Ages; it also emphasizes the difference between the Lydians and 

Phrygians in accessibility to Greek contacts. 

The immediate successors of Gyges, less famous and colourful, still 

suffered Cimmerian raids until Alyattes drove the predators out for 

good. Ardys, the son of Gyges (c. 645?-6i 5?), restored friendship with 

Ashurbanipal as we infer from the Assyrian record. During his rule, the 

lower city of Sardis was captured and presumably looted by Cimmerians 

(Hdt. 1.15), perhaps in conjunction with attacks by Treres and Lycians 

(Strabo xiii.4.8; Kallisthenes, Kallinos FGrH 124 f 29). Ardys contin¬ 

ued hostilities against some Ionian cities; Herodotus records action 

against Priene and Miletus (i. 15). 

Sadyattes, his son (c. 615-610), started a protracted series of raids to 

destroy the crops in the Milesian countryside which he ruined for six 

consecutive years (Hdt. 1.18); Alyattes continued this strategy for five 

more years until he was overcome by illness, which struck him in 

revenge for the burning of the temple of Athena at Assessus. With sage 

advice from Delphi and a stratagem suggested by Periander of Corinth 

to Thrasybulus of Miletus, a general reconciliation came about (Hdt. 

1.18—22). Gifts to Delphi on this occasion were a large silver crater with a 

welded iron stand made by Glaucus of Chios (Hdt. 1.25); the merging of 

Lydian and Ionian artistic interests is evident in this choice of offering. 

Alyattes had a long and eventful career (r. 610—5 60). Under him Lydia 

prospered, new connexions were established, and electrum coinage 

started its spectacular role in the ancient economy. Alyattes’ exploits 

against his Ionian and Carian neighbours included the capture of Smyrna 

(Hdt. 1.16, Nic. Damasc. FGrH 90 f 64), which has been recognized in 

E 75 (1961), 12, 22; (1966), 10; E 69, 21, 26-8; E 116, 6-1 j (and pcrs. comm. A. Ramage). 
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Fig. 46. Section through the siege-mound and walls at Old Smyrna (Bayrakli). (After e 28, 97, fig. 

110.) 

the archaeological remains at the site of Old Smyrna—Bayrakli.'^5 ^ siege- 

mound still rises at the north-west corner of the site, piled up of 

miscellaneous debris and datable to c. 600 b.c. on ceramic grounds (Fig. 

46). From the height of this ramp the battle was fought principally by 

archers and slingers. Many arrow-heads were found in the debris, some 

still stuck in the mud-brick of houses. The precision in the archaeologi¬ 

cal dating of the siege-mound helps in establishing the chronological 

order of Alyattes’ undertakings; his Milesian wars came first according 

to Herodotus (i. 17); his attack on Smyrna followed (r. 600); a subsequent 

attempt to take Clazomenae met with failure (Hdt. 1.16). There is no 

indication that Alyattes remodelled or rebuilt Smyrna; the capture must 

have been in the nature of a destructive raid. Other military activities 

were directed against Caria, with troops brought in by (among others) 

Croesus, who was governor of the Adramyttium area (Nic. Damasc. 

FGrH 90 F 65). 

Alyattes’ moves in the direction of Ionia and Caria, like the Ionian 

wars of his predecessors, were perhaps disciplinary actions in his attempt 

to maintain access to Aegean harbours while securing a larger West 

Anatolian realm beyond the Hermus and Cayster valleys and Mysia, 

increasingly putting Phrygia under Lydian auspices. We do not know 

the nature of the controls Alyattes imposed upon his eastern neighbours, 

but the traditionally friendly relations with the Phrygians may have 

allowed him to put reinforcements in the main Phrygian citadels (e.g., 

Midas City, Gordium, Hacitugrul, perhaps also in the cities of the Afyon 

and Konya area), and to enjoy safe access to the produce and roads of 

Phrygia. This would have given him economic and military advantages; 

the grazing grounds and wheatfields of Phrygia could supplement the 

resources of Lydia proper; metallurgy continued to be a major enterprise 

in the Phrygian centres; horses, horsemen, and soldiers could be found in 

large numbers; weapons, tools, bronze vessels and utensils, and chariots 

were surely available in quantity after the Cimmerian raids stopped 

endangering the Phrygian centres. 

j. M. Cook, BSA 53/4 (1958/9), 23-8, 88-91, 128-54; CAH 1112.5, 197, 202-3. 
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Gordium by this time was rebuilt to its former glory; the citadel again 

had its fortifications and its subdivision in outer and inner courts; the 

storage buildings replacing the terrace units were again broken up into 

individual megara; the entire plan, fortifications as well as monumental 

buildings, was a detailed modernized rephca of the plan in Midas’ time.™ 
Lydian pottery makes its appearance in burials at Gordium of the early 

sixth century b.c., both in simple graves and tumuh (now mostly 

containing cremations); in the houses of the walled suburb of the Kiifiik 

Hiiyiik, East Greek wares mingle with Lydian imports and local wares; 

along with this material, Phrygian monochrome dark pottery continues 

to appear as the predominant ware in coarse and fine versions. 

Proof of contact with the Alyattes era is found in the hoard of forty- 

five electrum coins from one of the storage buildings at Gordium. 

These are coins from the Lydian mint at Sardis. Coinage originated in 

Lydia during the rule of Alyattes or earlier, in interaction with the East 

Greek communities.™ The Gordium hoard shows that Alyattes’ practi¬ 

cal use of coinage in trade and payment of stipends had reached the 

citadel of Gordium, as it must have reached other inland areas of 

formerly Phrygian, now predominantly Lydian organization. We have 

no documents concerning Alyattes’ control of the lands beyond the west 

coast. A system of control and protection had existed under Midas, and 

expanded into central and Eastern Anatolia. Alyattes seems to have been 

the first Lydian king to have aimed towards a similarly firm expansion. 

This brought him into clashes with the Medes, whose analogous 

interests pushed them into Anatolia from the east. The war was not an 

all-out military confrontation but a series of conflicts and vicissitudes. 

Herodotus (1.75-4) describes how one conflict started over a group of 

Scythian refugees who were first accepted by the Median king Cyaxares 

but later fled to Alyattes in Sardis. Remnants of Scythians and Cimmer¬ 

ians may still have caused disruption and local wars. The Lydo-Median 

war went on spasmodically for five years until the battle on the fateful 

day of the total eclipse predicted by Thales of Miletus. Interrupted by 

this cosmic omen on z8 May 585, the war was brought to an end through 

the good offices of two other kings, Syennesis of Cilicia, a successor of 

the Que kings of the Midas era, and, according to Herodotus, Labynetus 

of Babylon (this name is unclear, Nebuchadrezzar II being king of 

Babylon at this time, but Nabonidus may have acted as a representative). 

The reconciliation was sealed by the dynastic marriage of Aryenis, 

Alyattes’ daughter, to Astyages, son of Cyaxares. 

The peace achieved by this agreement must have lasted for a 

prosperous period, which benefited greater Lydia as much as Phrygia 

E 139 (1964), 281-2; E 14I, 4-J. ” E 139 (1964), 285; E 17. 

E I31; E 10; E 85, 24-8. 
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and allowed increasing cultural interaction from the Ionian coast to the 

Anatolian plateau. As one symptom of this, we may note that both at 

Sardis and at Gordium Greek iconographic motifs were introduced in 

architectural decoration. Theseus and the Minotaur, for instance, 

appear, on a small scale, in a Lydian sima frieze, and in bold format on 

revetment plaques at Gordium (Pis. Vol., pi. 235),^’ where a new 

meaning surely must have been read into the triumphant theme of‘hero 

vanquishing monster’: the king as conqueror and protector, similar to 

the later Achaemenid reliefs at Persepolis. In Gordium, figural themes 

replace the old Phrygian diamond patterns in a new inspiration from the 

Greek world. Perhaps we may see more direct Lydian reference in the 

revetment plaques with a lion and bull opposed decoratively.^o Helleni- 

zation moves into Phrygia and continues via the old channels into 

Phrygianized Mushki territory. At Pazarh, a stronghold 29 km north 

east of Alaca Hiiyiik, Phrygian warriors are shown on architectural 

terracottas (Pis. Vol., pi. 234) in a manner more articulate than in 

Phrygian times; battle motifs occur, centaurs appear, old-fashioned 

Phrygian diamond patterns continue.®’ There is a blend of old and new; 

designs are rather barbaric, but polychromy adds vivid detail to the 

representations and allows the painters to bring variety into the 

renderings. 

In the lands closer to the Lydian centres, the timber grave tradition 

continues in the Afyon-Dinar (Celaenae) area. A tumulus excavated in 

1969 proved to contain a chamber built of juniper beams painted with 

friezes in Phrygian-Lydian style. Among the designs are warriors 

related to the Pazarh figures, with shields, spears, and crested helmets; 

chariots, sphinxes, and winged bulls.Thus the possibility looms of a 

Phrygo-Lydian tradition of tomb painting in the early sixth century b.c., 

with strong elements antedating the Greek infiltration. To confirm this, 

we note in minor arts the development of fine Lydianizing pottery with 

polychrome animal friezes in the Burdur area. The site of Diiver, south 

west of Burdur, has yielded specimens different from the East Greek, 

orientalizing pottery painted at Sardis; the local elements are evident in 

the Lydian provinces.®^ 

At the end of his spectacular career, Alyattes was probably buried in 

the largest mound of Bintepe at Sardis, a tumulus over 60 m high and 

some 250 m in diameter, situated at the eastern end of the necropolis.®‘' 

Hipponax and Herodotus (r.93) give grounds for the identification. The 

tumulus was investigated by Spiegelthal in 1853 again by the 

E 2, pis. 37 (Sardis), 76-9 (Gordium); e 66. E 2, pi. 86. 

E 2, pis. 90—6; E 5, pis. 45-50. E 135; A]A 76 (1972), 178. 

E 57; E 58. 

^ E 106; E 73 (1963), 52-9; E 105,66;E69,56-7;E 59(26-7, Alyattes’ tomb); e60(20-2, Alyattes’ 

tomb). 
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American excavators in 1962 and the 1980s. It had a tall krepis of ashlar 

masonry, now lost. As is the case for most tumuli at Bintepe, the interior 

had been tunnelled and the tomb chamber plundered. The chamber was 

constructed of large marble blocks well fitted and clamped, and finely 

finished on the interior. Workmanship and technique show great 

experience. The chamber (5.525 x 2.57 m in plan, 2.25 to 2.55 m in 

height) had a door and anteroom; there apparently was no dromos. On top 

was a charred mass of wood, but detailed observations are not available. 

The splendours of this tomb and tumulus have survived only in 

structural aspects; from loot of recently plundered Lydian tombs and 

from the lists of Lydian donations to sanctuaries we can infer that the 

burial gifts would have included wood and ivory furniture, textiles, 

jewellery, and above all extensive sets of silver and gold bowls, pitchers, 

craters, and ladles. Alabastra and ceramic lydia were among the robbers’ 

leavings. Even in its damaged and stripped form, the marble burial 

chamber of Alyattes is the first clear example of a built royal Lydian tomb 

chamber, since the Gyges chamber remains undiscovered. The architects 

of the Lydians were familiar with stone and especially marble; the 

techniques represented in the Alyattes chamber must have been deve¬ 

loped by the builders of large public monuments and temples close to 

East Greek architecture and informed by Egyptian contacts. 

The reign of Croesus (560—547), the son of Alyattes, is closely linked 

with Greek history. The intensity of his interests in Greece and Greek 

culture is such that it becomes difficult to see Croesus as a truly Anatohan 

king, in spite of his Lydian father and Carian mother. Yet his rule meant 

the culmination and defeat of West Anatolian ambition. 

The struggles with individual cities in Ionia now became a series of 

actions aimed at subjugation and tribute (Hdt. 1.26-7); even Ephesus 

was not immune. The story of Croesus’ ambition to build ships and 

attack the islands serves mainly to emphasize his real power, the Lydian 

cavalry (Hdt. 1.27). For Croesus, hegemony over Western Anatolia, 

including Phrygia as far as the Halys, is explicitly stated, with a list of 

other Anatolian subjects, from which only the Cilicians and Lycians 

(who had their own kingdoms, although Cilicia had become the target of 

interest to the neo-Babylonian kings)®^ remained exempt. The result was 

the fulfilment of Alyattes’ pohcies in western Asia Minor, increased 

organization and communication for the main centres in this part of the 

country, commercial and military routes functioning well, and mes¬ 

sengers travelling back and forth. 

Croesus’ clash with Cyrus and the Persians was a more serious conflict 

with more determined opponents than the six-year war of Alyattes and 

the Medes. Now both kings had conquerors’ ambitions, and the Lydian 

E 9; A 905; A 25, 103-4. 
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empire had become a desirable prize for Cyrus. It is in characteristic 

Lydian dynastic tradition that in preparation for the war Croesus 

concluded alliances with Amasis of Egypt and Nabonidus of Babylon, 

and consulted a series of Greek oracles, adding the oracle of Ammon in 

Libya. Lavish gifts were bestowed upon Delphi, gold bricks supporting 

a gold lion of 10 talents, and large gold and silver craters, originally set 

up in the temple of Apollo. In addition there were silver pithoi, silver and 

gold perirrhanteria, silver bowls, a gold statue of a woman, jewellery and 

belts of Croesus’ queen. We can again reconstruct the splendours to 

some extent with the aid of incidental archaeological discoveries such as 

the inventory of the somewhat later tombs at Ikiztepe near Gure-Ugak.®^ 

The fabulous opulence of the Croesus regime exceeded all previously 

known forms of material glory. 

Croesus in the course of his rule changed Lydian coinage from 

electrum to gold and silver to facilitate trade and exchange with non- 

Anatolian lands.®^ His search for allies among the mainland Greeks led to 

his special friendship with the Spartans, who intended a giant crater as a 

gift for Croesus (Hdt. 1.70) and who earlier had been given gold by 

Croesus to adorn their statue of Apollo on Mount Thornax, in good 

diplomatic exchange of favours. 

The great encounter of Croesus and Cyrus was fought with large 

armies and Anatolian auxiliaries. Croesus marched to Cappadocia, 

crossing the Halys, which had become the boundary between the 

Lydians and the Medes. He came to Pteria, the strongest place in this area 

(Hdt. 1.76), captured it and the surrounding villages, and ransacked the 

countryside. After some uncertainty, it is again thought probable that 

Pteria was the sixth-century name for the rebuilt site of the former Hittite 

capital Hattusha.®® Croesus would have followed the Phrygian track to 

the Halys and the Mushki land, where Midas once had taken over the old 

sites, including Hattusha and Alaca Hiiyuk, and where numbers of 

Phrygians may still have resided in the sixth century. 

The battle between Croesus and Cyrus was thus fought in historical 

territory. The indecisive outcome, Croesus’ retreat to Sardis, his reliance 

upon future reinforcement by his allies in a strong spring campaign, and 

Cyrus’ decisive move against the unsuspecting Lydian king, are related 

by Herodotus (1.76—81). The great cavalry of the Lydians was frustrated 

by Cyrus’ strategic use of camels, and a siege of the walled city and 

acropolis of Sardis followed. After a formight the citadel was captured, 

allegedly via a weak spot in the otherwise impregnable defences. Cyrus 

had reached the aim of his conquest. 

In striking to the west, Cyrus also must have followed the main 

“ ^7 I ( * ^^l)y * l^y Pl- 5 E * ^9- 

E 8 j, 29-31; Hdt. 1.14; iv^, chapter 7(/; P/r./o Ko/. 71/', chapter 15. E22,ij6. 
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Phrygian road via Ankara and Gordium. The excavations at Gordium 

have shown that the large mud-brick rampart around the south-eastern 

suburb, built in the seventh century and repeatedly repaired in the sixth, 

was attacked in the mid-sixth century by large numbers of archers, 

especially in the strategic section opposite the East Gate of the main 

citadel, where a mud-brick fortress defended the outer rampart (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 226).®^ In the outcome the defenders lost the battle and the mud- 

brick rampart was demolished, with the exception of a truncated part of 

the mud-brick east fortress which became part and parcel of a tumulus 

erected opposite the main sixth-century citadel, perhaps the grave of the 

local prince who fell in the battle against Cyrus’ army. By the economical 

decision of the tumulus builders, and with the sanction of the Persian 

commander, a fragment of the mud-brick citadel was left standing on its 

base of 120 courses of mud-brick for the rampart (a height of 12 m); the 

rooms of the fortress itself had an additional height of 6—8 m. The 

barracks had gone up in flames, the fire fed by ceiling beams, floors, 

window-frames, embrasures, and also by the overhanging outer balco¬ 

nies. The outer face of the rampart and towers was full of arrow-heads 

(Pis. Vol., pi. 227), predominantly of the triangular barbed type. 

Gordium after this attack became the citadel of a Persian governor. 

The entire suburb on the east side was abandoned, but the main citadel 

with its stone walls and gates was kept in good repair at least until the 

fifth century. Some new buildings were added in the course of the 

Persian period. 

The fate of Sardis, captured but not destroyed, was to become the 

residence of Persian satraps. The palace of Croesus, or at least one of his 

buildings, survived into Roman times. Pliny {N.H. xxxv.172) and 

Vitruvius (11.8.9-10) refer to the mud-brick building. On the acropolis 

and its northern spurs (Pis. Vol., pi. 256^) remnants of elegant terraces, 

stairs, and walls of ashlar masonry go back to the Lydian era.’o They 

must have supported buildings of stone, perhaps matching in splendour 

the workmanship of the tomb chamber of Alyattes. The buildings of 

Sardis impressed the Persian conquerors; Cyrus borrowed ideas and 

craftsmen from Sardis and Ionia to work for him at Pasargadae. To what 

extent he used Croesus’ advice and friendship is uncertain. Herodotus’ 

account of Croesus’ activities after his rescue from the pyre (1.86) is 

contradicted by the Babylonian record, which seems to claim that the 

Lydian king was killed, but the reading of the name of the land is 

uncertain.®* 

R. S. Young, Univtrsity Museum Bulletin 17.4(1952), 26-9; Archaeology \ 61 

(J9W). 5M- 

E 75 (1961), 57-9;C. H. Grccncwalt,BASOR 206(1972), 15—20; e72, 516—17; e 105,85; e 116, 
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Fig. 47. Marble relief naiskos of Cybebe from Sardis. (After E 70, no. 7, fig. 27.) 

Among the architectural remnants of the Croesus era are his contribu¬ 

tions to the building of the Artemisium at Ephesus, where inscriptions 

on the column bases attest to his munificence.®^ The archaic temple of 

Cybebe at Sardis, burnt down in 499 b.c. (Hdt. v.102), has not yet been 

located, but a marble model of a Cybebe shrine, a decorated naiskos, was 

found reused in a pier of the synagogue (Fig. 47). The figure of the 

goddess, the Lydian counterpart of the Phrygian Matar Kubile, stands 

frontally in the door-frame; the sides of the monument are decorated in 

friezes behind the columns. The lonicizing transformation of the 

Phrygian goddess is evident. 

A beginning has been made to explore the Sardians’ gold-working 

establishments. An area on the east bank of the Pactolus has traces of 

gold refineries and jewellery workshops. The splendid products of 

Sardian jewellers have become known through excavated burials of the 

Persian period, and also through the robbers’ loot purchased by various 

museums.®"* 

The question of the relationship of Lydian and Persian art has been 

clarified through recent excavations and studies of architecture. What is 

not yet clear is whether Lydian art in its formative period was 

independent of Greek (Ionic and Aeolic) influence. Our first indications 

of Lydian minor arts belong to the seventh century, when the Ionic 

milieu is already clearly noticeable. We cannot yet study the earlier stages 

^ E 68, 11; E 114, figs. 31, 69. 

93 E 73 (1964), 39-43; E 68, 12, figs. 23-6; E 71; E 70, 43-51, no. 7, figs. 20-50. 
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of Lydian culture, which ought to have existed in the cities of the 

Hermus valley, and for which the Sardis excavations have given us 

promise. Nor do we know the native art of the Late Bronze Age 

ancestors of the Lydians, whose cities lay in Assuwa and who had a 

similar marginal position vis-a-vis the Anatolian hinterland and the 

Aegean peoples. We may see in the Ephesus ivories (Pis. Vol., pis. 286- 

7) a glimpse of a surviving Asiatic world, non-Greek in appearance and 

fashion, in beliefs and culture. This world also appears in a group of 

ivories found in the Phrygian tumulus at Bayindir near Elmah, which has 

one direct parallel to the Ephesus series.^^ An original West Anatolian 

artistic idiom is thus coming to light as an Anatolian component in the 

formation of East Greek art. We can only speculate about its roots and 

affinities in the Dark Ages. 

Lydia and Phrygia shared authentic Anatolian traits in the seventh 

century b.c., but we do not yet have an image of the Lydians as a cultural 

entity in the ninth or eighth centuries. It is clear that through the Lydians 

Phrygia was exposed to interaction with Greek culture, which lasted into 

the Roman period with all its repercussions in the classical world. 

III. LYCIA 

The Lycians are now known to be descendants of a Luwian-speaking 

group of West Anatolians of the Bronze Age. Their name in the Bronze 

Age was probably Lukka, although the geographical distribution of the 

Lukka is disputed. The Lukka were seafarers and participated aggressi¬ 

vely in the raids and wars of the fourteenth-thirteenth centuries, 

including raids on Cyprus-Alashiya in the mid-fourteenth century, aid 

to the Hittites at Qadesh, and a conspiracy with the Libyans and Sea 

Peoples against Merneptah. At the end of the Bronze Age, some of the 

final naval battles against the Sea Peoples were fought off the Lukka 

coasts.’* 

The Lycians known to the Greeks and to Homer as vigorous allies of 

the Trojans lived mainly in the mountainous coastal district between 

Caria and Pamphylia (between Telmessus-Fethiye and Attaleia—Anta¬ 

lya), a rugged land with good harbours, mountains rising to 3,000 m, 

large forests, and few river valleys, several of them seasonal mountain 

torrents. The most fertile river plain is that of the Xanthus river, on the 

east bank of which the Lycian capital of Xanthus (Arnna) was located, 

with its harbour town at Patara. Coastal plains also favoured the 

foundation of the cities of Limyra and Myra and other smaller harbour 

towns. Inland towns, such as Tlos and Pinara, were mountain citadels 

with natural strongholds. Smaller communities existed in the upland 

E 48, 190, nos. 41-2. ^ E 104, 87-9, R. S. 20.258. 
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valleys and along the natural passes to the plateau of Pisidia and south 
Phrygia. The resources of the land are the forests which provide timber 
for architecture and ship-building; fertile coastal plains, vineyards and 
orchards; abundant water; sufficient grazing land for sheep, goats, cattle, 
and horses; bee-keeping; good hunting. Communications between the 
cool upland sites and the coastal plains must through the ages have been 
active, especially for the migration upland of people and animals during 
the hot summer season. 

The Iron Age land of Lycia qualifies as part of the Bronze Age Lukka 
lands by nature and location. Herodotus (1.173) indicates some of the 
complications of the ethnic and geographical nomenclature. He relates 
that the Lycians originally came from Crete. After a dispute, Minos 
would have driven out his brother Sarpedon and his partisans; Sarpedon 
would have settled in Lycia, which at the time was called Milyas, with the 
Solymi occupying the land later held by the Milyans. The Lycians at the 
time of Sarpedon, and indeed in classical times in their own inscriptions, 
called themselves Termilai. The name Lycians, Herodotus adds, was 
introduced after the Athenian Lycus joined the Termilai and Sarpedon as 
a fellow refugee. 

The shifts in nomenclature are typical of the semi-mythological 
history of the Bronze Age and Dark Ages. The modern rediscovery of 
the Lukka discredits the Athenian Lycus considerably. The classical 
Greek usage of the names Lykia, Lykioi for land and people in spite of 
the native use of Termilai can be better explained as the survival of a 
Bronze Age, Achaean usage of the name of Lukka-Lukioi for the land 
and its inhabitants. Lukka may possibly be a by-form of the ‘Luwian’ 
designation. 

The Homeric Lycians are the carriers of the Bronze Age name and 
tradition. They came to Troy from the Xanthus valley (//. 11.877), where 
the dynasty of Bellerophon ruled. The Iliad speaks of Bronze Age 
dynastic ties between Corinth-Ephyre, Argos, and Lycia. Proems exiled 
Bellerophon to the Lycian king, who was Proetus’ father-in-law and 
who made Bellerophon also his son-in-law after the latter’s heroic 
exploits in killing the Chimaera, and battling the Solymi and Amazons 
ill. vi.ijjff). The only Homeric reference to writing occurs in the 
Bellerophon story; Bellerophon carries a folded (wooden) tablet to the 
Lycian king. It is an ironical coincidence that the first Late Bronze Age 
wooden folding tablet from Anatolia turned up in the fourteenth- 
century shipwreck east of Kaj-Antiphellus on the Lycian coast.The 
Bellerophon story is detailed enough to contain elements of historical 
contact between Peloponnesian and Lycian rulers (cf. the visit of 
Bellerophon to Oineus, ll. vi.216), even including the use of written 

^ E 88; E 76, 3fF. ^ E 14 (tablet, 750-1). 
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messages. This would have been Achaean contact with Lycia remem¬ 

bered by epic poetry, and perhaps also by Greeks who survived the Dark 

Ages as Greeks, for example in Pamphylia, where the classical dialect is 

proof of the lasting presence of Achaean elements.®^ 

The Luwian descent of the Lycians—Termilai is hnguistically clear, 

and confirms the Anatolian character of the Lycians as a Bronze Age 

group. What both the Iliad, with its story of Bellerophon, and Herodo¬ 

tus, with his reference to the exile of Sarpedon, suggest is dynastic 

relationships with Minoans and Mycenaeans rather than large-scale 

Aegean immigration. The Lycians were allies and friends also of the 

Trojan dynasty (//. xvii.150). 

To the Iliad, Lycia is a land of rulers who live in the Xanthus valley 

with fertile domains. Bellerophon receives a special temenos (vi.193—5), 

while his grandsons Glaucus and Sarpedon have inherited those lands 

and enjoy near-divine respect (xii.510—14). Sarpedon ruled Lycia with 

justice and vigour (xvi.542). Glaucus’ wealth is evident in his precious 

armour (vi.236). The semi-divine status of Sarpedon, the son of Zeus, 

the compassionate rescue of his body by Apollo, the conveying of the 

dead king to his homeland by Death and Sleep, impressed the Greek poet 

and vase-painter; we may in Homer’s description of the transference of 

the dead king and his burial rites (xvi.fifiyff) see allusions to Lycian 

beliefs and practices. The kind of rule the Iliad suggests for Lycia seems 

to have continued into the Early Iron Age, the leading chieftains and 

land-owners residing in the Xanthus valley with their residence at 

Xanthus-Arnna. 

Excavations in Lycia have not yet revealed traces of Late Bronze Age 

settlement in the coastal zone, nor have the French excavators of the 

classical acropolis at Xanthus found evidence of occupation antedating 

the eighth century b.c.'*® The coastal plain and the harbour site of Patara 

are heavily silted and sanded up, so that only deep soundings below the 

present water table could yield prehistoric material.'O’ The occupation of 

the site of Xanthus may have started in the plain rather than on the 

archaic acropolis, as the excavators hint.'*’^ additional problem of the 

recovery of Lycian habitation sites is the local use of timber as the 

preferred building material, occasionally combined with large rough 

stone foundations, but not extensively covered or filled in with clay 

mortar and mud-brick. We can still see the indigenous building methods 

and materials in the villages of the Lycian area as they have survived 

through the ages into present times; they are threatened by the technical 

progress of concrete and roof-tiles and will disappear in another 

generation. Travellers in Lycia have commented on the resemblances of 

the timber storage sheds of the nineteenth and early twentieth century to 

99 E 35. E 95; E 97, 187-8; E 47, 1581-2. '01 E 38. '02 £ 47, I 382. 
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the rock-cut tombs of the classical era; several modern studies have been 

devoted to this relationship. When the carving and cutting of stone and 

rock begins in archaic Lycia, the models for the funeral monuments are 

age-old building-types of the local timber tradition. Just as the Phry¬ 

gians in Midas City carved replicas of Phrygian megara in the chffs of 

their citadel, the Lycians copied their own native architectural types. 

Here, however, the originals do not survive because they were made of 

perishable materials, unlike the Gordium megara which contained 

abundant timber but had well-fitted stone foundations and socles, mud- 

brick superstructures and even carved stone acroteria. 

Without mud-brick, mud mortar and mud plaster, prehistoric mound 

formation does not occur in Anatolia. The problem affects the archaeolo¬ 

gical exploration of many areas in Western (and Northern) Anatolia, 

typical instances being Lycia, Pamphylia, and parts of Caria. Entire 

successions of habitation complexes on one and the same site may 

archaeologically be barely noticeable or retrievable, given the additional 

hardship of erosion on rocky sites and the wear and tear on any surviving 

pottery fragments not safely embedded in pockets and crevices. The best 

preserved remnants of the prehistoric era will be cemeteries, if embedded 

in the lower plains and provided with jars and tomb gifts. So far, the only 

Lycian area which has yielded both architectural evidence and burial 

sites of the third and second millennia b.c. is the upland plain of Elmali, 

where a mixed building tradition of timber, wattle-and-daub, pise, and 

mud-brick helped in the preservation of prehistoric houses and fortifica¬ 

tions. Elmali is in the region which may have been labelled the Milyad by 

the fifth century b.c., but it is directly connected with the Lycian coastal 

sites of Limyra and modern Finike; it shared many cultural characteris¬ 

tics, including probably the late Luwian idiom, with coastal Lycia.'°3 

If we may reconstruct the physical appearance of early Lycian 

buildings and citadels with the aid of later replicas in their rock-cut 

cemeteries, and rely on the mythological and Homeric tradition to give 

the lower Xanthus valley the status of the principal royal and dynastic 

Lycian domains, we still know very little about the actual rulers and 

inhabitants of Iron Age Lycia. No historical names have survived for the 

kings in the Lydian era, although we know the Lycians maintained their 

independence even under Croesus (Hdt. 1.28). A strong trend to 

independence and recalcitrance to foreign rule existed in Lycia, as shown 

in the famous and heroic defence of the plain and citadel of Xanthus 

against the Persian general Harpagus in c. 545 b.c., when the inhabitants 

resisted to the last desperate suicidal stand, having set fire to their 

women, children, slaves, and possessions in the citadel. This catastrophe 

has been identified by the excavations, but not as a total destruction of 

E 90 (1964—70); E 92. 
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the citadel. Eighty Xanthian families survived the war because they 

happened to be away, probably in upland summer villages, when disaster 

struck (Hdt. 1.176). 

From the fifth century on, Lycian rulers become known to us through 

their coinage, issued in individual cities.Lycian alphabetic inscrip¬ 

tions, mostly funeral, become available for this period also. The 

development of several Lycian cities to the north and east of Xanthus, 

culturally homogeneous, but of regional independence and prosperity, is 

clear from the record of the classical period. The Persians required 

tribute and military aid. A Lycian commander, Kybernis(kos), served 

under Xerxes in 480 b.c. with fifty ships. His men wore cuirasses and 

greaves, felt caps with feathers, and goat-skin capes. They were archers 

and hoplites, carrying javelins, daggers, and curved swords (Hdt. 1.92, 

98). The tradition of seamanship is clearly ancient; the weapons and 

accoutrements may be traditional also. We do not know how much of 

the dynastic organization of fifth-century Lycia may be projected back 

into the pre-Persian era. 

Archaeology provides a sequence of material evidence, first of all in 

the form of a ceramic record from the Xanthus excavations. From the 

eighth century b.c. on, traces of occupation survive. A local geometric 

ware with painted bichrome patterns is characteristic of the Lycian as 

well as the general South-west Anatolian area. It is related to pottery of 

contemporary Cilicia and Cyprus, and also to Lydian and Phrygian 

painted wares. Its chronological development has not yet been worked 

out in detail, because stratified sequences are as yet meagre, but 

potentially the bichrome wares will provide an index of Lycian settle¬ 

ment from the eighth to sixth centuries. At Xanthus these wares are 

accompanied by imported Greek pottery of Cycladic, Rhodian, Samian, 

and generally East Greek origin, with very little Corinthian import.'®* 

Through ceramic chronology, building A on the acropolis at Xanthus 

(Pis. Vol., pi. 238), perhaps the rulers’ palace, can be attributed to the 

seventh century. Its stone foundations preserve a rectangular plan with 

subdivisions which would allow a reconstruction with porch, corridor, 

and storage rooms. Remnants of magazines were found along the south 

slope, and archaic material also remained in the favissa of the later 

temple, but the pre-Persian form of the citadel and the fortifications 

remain inadequately known. In the rebuilding after the destruction of 

545 B.C., a larger building, perhaps the palace, rose over the ruins of 

building A. Only the basements are preserved; as in the previous period, 

the building must have consisted of several halls and corridors, unlike 

the Phrygian megaron plans. An enclosure wall formed a court around 

this south-east sector of the acropolis. To the north west, a temple with a 

£47,1381. E 98; E 8}, 269-73. E 97, 61-8, pis. 21-4. 
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triple cella has been recognized in a structure facing west, with a favissa 

in the rear of the central cella. Thick orthostats form the rear wall. The 

contents of the earliest Persian level were found in the debris of a second 

destruction which dates to e. 470. Black-figure Attic vases were imported 

in quantity in Xanthus from 540 on.'®'^ 

The natural rock which forms the base of the Xanthian acropolis is not 

conducive to the preservation of more than the outlines of the archaic 

buildings, the superstructure of which must have been continued in 

timber on the stone basements. The forms of Lycian indigenous 

architecture become known at Xanthus in the ‘heroa’ or tombs F, G, and 

H built on the west side of the acropolis in the early fifth century, also in 

the archaic and classical pillar tombs to the north, and in various other 

combinations of rock-cut socles, freestanding house-tombs, and sarco¬ 

phagi belonging to the cemetery on the north and east slopes of the main 

acropolis as well as on the heights of the later north-east acropolis. The 

Lycian architectural imprint is unmistakable also in the funeral monu¬ 

ments of Myra, Limyra, Pinara, Tlos, and other Lycian cities. The stone 

replicas of Lycian timber architecture are as a rule of reduced format, 

given the nature of the funeral requirements, but dimensions and units 

are flexible. Behind this display of local building traditions is the rather 

sudden rise of the trend to carve funeral monuments out of solid rock 

instead of constructing them out of the ordinary native building 

materials. As noted above, the Phrygians may have been the first to 

revive the art of rock carving in the Anatolian Iron Age and to create 

rock-cut replicas of architectural facades. Whatever the impetus, by the 

mid-sixth century rock carving becomes the preferred medium for the 

making of prominent Lycian tombs, and sculptural decoration appears. 

At Xanthus and elsewhere, the earliest funeral monuments are pillar 

tombs (Pis. Vol., pi. 239).'08 The Lion Tomb is perhaps still pre-Persian, 

with bold lion sculptures and scenes of real or heroic combat: other pillar 

reliefs depict scenes of sport and wrestling accompanied by music; the 

early fifth-century Harpy Tomb with its quiet dynastic(?) scenes alludes 

to the conveying of the dead by friendly winged beings to the other 

world, perhaps remotely connected with Homer’s allusion to Sarpedon’s 

voyage after death. The pillar tombs are funeral towers, the prototypes 

of which may be local protective towers still in use in parts of Lycia as 

pedestals of beehives, with hollow chambers in the top and overhanging 

flat roofs.’®’ Pillar tombs at Isinda, Pinara, and elsewhere show a 

development parallel to the dynastic monuments at Xanthus. Such 

tombs continue to be made in the fifth century, along with replicas of 

timber houses, sarcophagi on pedestals, and rock-cut facades. Lycian 

alphabetic inscriptions begin to appear in conjunction with the funeral 

monuments. 

>0^ E 95, 16-19, 20—5, 29-52, 44—7. E 46; E 4; E I 14. ‘O’ E 80; E 92. 
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Soundings in the lower city of Limyra have reached levels of the sixth 

and seventh century b.c.”<^ The continuing excavations of the Letoum 

on the west bank of the Xanthus river, the later sanctuary of the Lycian 

League, have come upon archaic strata under the northern stoa area.'” 

As for the area of the Elmali plain, some Iron Age habitation and a 

number of simple Iron Age burials have been excavated on the western 

fringes of the site of Karataj.''^ The tombs are of conservative type, 

individual burials in large banded pithoi. Burial gifts consist of bichrome 

local pottery also known from eighth- to sixth-century levels on the 

acropolis at Xanthus. Similar burials have been noted in a disturbed 

cemetery near the village of Yalnizdam west of Elmali. In such simple 

graves we see the burial customs of Lycian or Milyan commoners. In the 

Elmah area prominent graves were either rock-cut Lycian tombs with 

timber-style facades, or built stone chambers covered by tumuli. The 

tumulus tradition reached from the Phrygian—Pisidian plateau into 

Lycia, maintaining Phrygian features in the Elmali district, and blending 

with Carian forms in the mountain zones.Many of the seventh- 

century tumuli in the Elmali-Bayindir area contain cremations.”'* The 

Kizilbel tumulus near Elmali contains a small chamber built in character¬ 

istic Lycian polygonal masonry. It had a portcullis door but no dromos. 

Its interior walls are decorated with multiple painted friezes rendering 

scenes characteristic of the lifestyle of a North Lycian nobleman as well 

as appropriate mythological motifs. Over the kline is the main frieze 

depicting the warrior’s departure by chariot. The iconography is 

indebted to the long series of Greek (and evidently also East Greek) 

representations of the theme and to its mythological variant of Amphiar- 

aos’ departure; yet the Lycian version, the first to be preserved in wall 

painting, has local detail such as a winged demon over the chariot, which 

belongs with related winged beings in Lycian funeral art. The other 

Kizilbel tomb scenes are concerned with warriors, horsemen, chario¬ 

teers, court life, dignitaries; with sport and hunting; and with travel by 

sea. The style is closely connected with East Greek art and its offshoots, 

yet the iconography betrays Anatolian traditions as well. The most 

clearly Greek mythological theme at Kizilbel, the Gorgons, Medusa, and 

the birth of Pegasus and Chrysaor, has its topical relevance in Lycia as 

well as an implication of rebirth, being painted in prominent position at 

the foot of the kline. 

Prominent noblemen and regional rulers lived in the individual 

mountain sites of inner Lycia and on the mounds of the northern plain of 

Elmah. Their life-style was partly Hellenized in the sixth century b.c., as 

we can infer from the funeral art. Perhaps an old affinity to the Greeks, 

"0 E 52. £96,517-21. "2 E 90 (1969), 550; (1970) 250-1. 
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and shared traditions of the Bronze Age past, stimulated the new cultural 

and artistic interaction, in spite of the tenacious persistence of the Lycian 

language and alphabet. What is evident in Iron Age and archaic Lycian 

history, as opposed to events in Phrygia and Lydia, is the lack of an 

expansionist drive. Lycians clung to their territory and traditions with 

pride and independence, but they did not resume the activities of their 

Bronze Age predecessors the Lukka, nor rally around a dynasty which 

could have met the Near Eastern powers as a potential ally or rival. 

Limited naval contacts are to be presumed in interaction with the Greek 

islanders, especially with the Rhodians who founded Phaselis on the 

Lycian east coast in the seventh century b.c., and who controlled the 

island of Megiste off Antiphellus.”^ The Lycian internal development 

will still emerge more clearly from Lycian inscriptions and monuments 

of the classical period, but Lycia was not a country which aimed at 

leadership in Western Anatolia. 

IV. CARIA 

The main historical problems concerning the Carians have been dealt 

with in the context of East Greece in this volume and the previous one 

(CAH Chapter 38; iiE. i. Chapter \ ia). 

The basic identification of the Iron Age Carians will have to be made 

through their language, since historical continuity is lacking. Anatolian 

continuity has been proved for Lydians and Lycians. The case of the 

Carians is not yet clear. This puts the burden on the analysis of Dark Age 

history, which has been tried since the days of Homer, Herodotus, and 

Thucydides, and on archaeology, which may ultimately yield clues at 

least by enriching the epigraphical record. 

The Carians were a maritime people by general consensus of the 

ancient sources. In historical times they lived in south-west Anatolia 

from Miletus to Caunus along the coast and inland up the Maeander 

valley and its southern tributaries as far east as Aphrodisias. They were 

neighbours of the Lydians, Phrygians, and Lycians on the land side, and 

were mingled with Ionian and Doric Greeks along the coast. Not all 

Carians could have been concerned with navigation, although hnguisti- 

cally the inland Carians, whose pursuits were agricultural, may have 

been one with the coastal population. Also resident in Caria was a 

population referred to as Lelegians, but the ethnic and linguistic 

stratification is not clear. The Carians are likely to have been the 

descendants of the Late Bronze Age mercenaries known as Karkisa who 

fought against the Egyptians with Muwattalli at the battle of Qadesh 

(CAH 11^.2, 253, 360-1). 

E 15, 151-64. 
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In the Iliad the Carians are the allies of the Trojans, listed in the 

catalogue just before the Lycians (11.867—75), but not nearly so promi¬ 

nent in the war. Herodotus discusses the problem of their origins, the 

Carians claiming that they were autochthonous, whereas the Cretans 

maintained that the Carians originally came from the islands, once 

having been called Lelegians (cf. Strab. xiv.2.27); they would have 

manned the navy of Minos. Driven off their islands by lonians and 

Dorians, they would have settled in their later homeland (Hdt. 1.171). 

The Cretan version makes the coastal Carians descendants of Cycladic 

sailors of the second millennium b.c., allies and subjects of Minos. There 

are elements of truth in both the Carian and Cretan stories. The Karkisa 

must have lived at least partly on Anatolian soil, with maritime interests 

developed by their coastal population. To what extent the islanders were 

also Carians in the second millennium we cannot at present determine. 

The conflation of Carians with Middle and Late Cycladic sailors may be 

too exclusive in some Greek accounts (Thuc. 1.4), but we can assume that 

the islanders were neither Minoans nor Achaeans, and the story of island 

crews for Minos rings true. 

In the Iron Age, Carian soldiers and sailors were active as mercenaries 

(Archilochos fr. 216 West). They would sail to their destination in Carian 

ships. The Carian nicknames of improved equipment, helmet crests, 

emblems and hand grips for shields, reflect Carian military efficiency and 

pride.The Lydians began to use Carians early in their ventures. Gyges 

was helped by Arselis of Mylasa in his accession (Plutarch, Quaest. Gr. 

45); he later apparently sent Carians and lonians as supporting forces to 

Psammetichus I in c. 660 b.c. This was the beginning of the Iron Age 

service of Carians in Egyptian wars and settlements of Carians in the 

Delta on the Pelusian branch of the Nile, opposite the camp of the 

lonians (Hdt. ii.i 54). Gyges must have made use of the experience and 

knowledge of Carian sailors, since the initiative in East Mediterranean 

navigation was never with the Lydians. Carians and lonians are jointly 

involved in the mercenary support for Egyptian kings; the Carians and 

lonians maintain good relations as equivalent forces in Egypt. Both 

appear as auxiliaries of Psammetichus II in his Nubian expedition of 591 

B.C., as recorded in graffiti at Abu Simbel. Ionian and Carian mercenaries 

again appear as supporting forces in the battle of Apries against Amasis 

in 570 B.c. (Hdt. 11.163). Amasis then moved the Carians and lonians 

from their original camps on the Nile to Memphis to be his special 

guards (Hdt. ii.i 54). Notable Carian records from the Memphis area are 

stelae with Carian inscriptions and engravings, some of them illustrating 

Carian ships.”’ Recently more stelae have been discovered at Saqqara, 

A. M. Snodgrass, Earfy Greek Armour (Edinhuighy 1964), 185. 

E 235, 20-7, pi. 2. 
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with inscriptions and representations of Carian men and women (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 24o).”8 

What history does not report is organization and some form of 

hierarchy of the Carians in their homeland during the Iron Age and the 

archaic period. The Carians evidently came to some form of symbiosis 

with the Greek settlers in the coastal cities. The inland cities apparently 

had prominent families of land-owners who became some kind of 

aristocracy, but who did not produce an ambitious dynasty, nor were the 

circumstances and logistics conducive to such developments. By the 

time of Croesus the region of Caria, Greeks included, was under Lydian 

domination. When the Persians took over Lydia, Harpagus campaigned 

in Caria without encountering resistance except in Pedasa, a ‘Lelegian’ 

town north of Halicarnassus (Hdt. 1.174-5). Under Persian rule the 

leading Carian families continued their regional responsibilities.*'® 

When during the Ionian revolt the Carians congregated at a place called 

Leukai Stelai near the Marsyas river, a leading Carian nobleman was 

Pixodarus of Cindya, son of Mausolus and son-in-law of the Cilician king 

Syennesis, showing a certain interdependence of the ruling families in 

coastal Anatolian districts (Hdt. v.i 17-18). A more famous or notorious 

Carian aristocrat was queen Artemisia, daughter of Lygdamis of Halicar¬ 

nassus and a Cretan mother (Hdt. vii.99), who became Xerxes’ adviser 

and naval ally at Salamis. The Carians provided a contingent of seventy 

ships to Xerxes, twenty more than the Lycians. 

Among the unifying traditions of the Carians were their sanctuaries, 

hitherto insufficiently known. An old sanctuary of Zeus Carius in Mylasa 

was an Anatolian shrine also sacred to the Mysians and Lydians (Hdt. 

1.171). At Labranda was the shrine of Zeus Stratius or Labraundeus, a 

grove of plane trees (Hdt. v. 119), later embellished architecturally.We 

do not know the antiquity of the sanctuary of Zeus Chrysaoreus near 

Stratonicea, but a Carian Chrysaoric league may have been in existence 

before the Persian period, united in the cult of perhaps the most 

authentic Carian god (Strab. xiv.2.25).'2* 

Archaeologically, the study of Caria confronts the same kind of 

problem as encountered in Lydia, that of separating Carian from Greek 

material. The Carians forcibly intermingled with Greek newcomers in 

the Bronze Age and Iron Age, and may indeed have begun their Aegean 

inter-relations with Minoans in the early second millennium b.c. Miletus 

and lasus are now known to have had Middle Minoan and Late Minoan 

contacts before Late Helladic influences became prevalent. In the Iron 

Age at lasus, the levels and cemeteries of the Protogeometric and 

Geometric periods show such strong Greek traits that the nadve 

F 39) 6, pi. 10. E 29. E 87; E 16, jSff. *2' E 121. 
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elements remain obscure.'^2 Even inland sites such as Lagina^^s and 

Be^in near Mylasa*^'* show this Hellenized aspect. Native sites are the 

‘Lelegian’ protected farmsteads investigated in the Bodrum peninsula'^s 
and similar buildings near lasus,*^ but these are rural establishments, 

not the residences of the leading Carian families. 

The Carians of the Iron Age were not politically ambitious or 

expansionist on their own behalf. Their foreign ventures were far flung 

but subservient to outside interests. Within their country, the most 

Carian of traditions will have to be sought through more excavation, 

especially of the original Carian sanctuaries. The maritime aspect will 

become clearer not only through the continuing excavations of such 

prominent coastal sites as lasus and Miletus, but also, as Thucydides 

suggested, through the study of the Cycladic islands in the Bronze Age, 

which may contribute archaeological as well as written records to 

reconstruct the background of the most prominent West Anatolian 

sailors of the Iron Age. 

122 Levi, Annuario ns 30/1 (1969/70), 461—81. 

‘2^ E i; E 16, 50-3. 125 E I I 5; E 42, I95—ZOJ. 

E 53, 65-95. 
126 Annuario, ^ I 
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CHAPTER 34^ 

ANATOLIAN LANGUAGES 

O. MASSON 

I. THE PHRYGIAN LANGUAGE 

The Greeks had undoubtedly known of the Phrygians for an extremely 

long time. Certain writers, such as Herodotus and Hipponax, have left us 

some indication of the nature of their language, and Hesychius’ Lexicon 

has provided us with glosses of unequal value.' It is, however, largely 

from epigraphic sources that our knowledge of Phrygian is derived. 

These texts may he divided into two groups, separated in time by several 

centuries and originating from relatively different geographical regions.^ 

There can, however, be no doubt that we are dealing with two successive 

stages - separated by (for us) a long interruption - in the development of 

one and the same language. 

The ancient, or Palaeo-Phrygian, texts are distributed over a vast 

area:^ Phrygia proper, including in particular Midas City (i F etc.; Pis. 

Vol., pi. 241); Bithynia, where we have the longest extant text, that of 

Germanos;** central Galatia, with Gordium,^ and eastern Galatia, with 

Bogazkoy,* Kalehisar, etc.; and Cappadocia, with the black stone of 

Tyana (19 F).’ For the most part, these are texts carved on some rock-cut 

fagades of cult-places (in the west) and various graffiti on vases, the latter 

being particularly interesting on account of the script used (Fig. 48). 

There are, in all, close on 50 inscriptions on stone and over 170 graffiti. It 

is mainly for the graffiti that it has been possible to establish a 

chronological sequence. Many of the Gordium texts date from the fifth 

and fourth centuries, some even from the third; one of them, however, 

can be dated as far back as 750 b.c. (or even before), and the specimens 

from the Great Tumulus around 720.® 

The Palaeo-Phrygian script is basically dextroverse, although sinistro- 

verse and boustrophedon script is by no means rare. The alphabet is 

similar to the archaic Greek alphabets, comprising a stock of seventeen 

’ E 15 5, 868ff; E 157. ^ E 1^4, E 14^ with figs. 11-12. 

^ E 151, X, I—29 for the‘City of Midas’. * e 164; e 151, 57-68. 

5 E 160; e 165; E 151, 73-214. ^ E 162; E 151, 223—51 (‘Pterie’). 

’ E 151, 253—68 (‘Tyanide’); E 93. ® e 165, no. 29, nos. 25, 30-3; E 151, 8off. 
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Fig. 48. Phrygian graffiti on vase fragments from Gordium. Fifth century B.c. (e 151,0 144—5.) 

letters which correspond to the Greek letters: A, B, F, A, E, F, I, K, A, 

M, N, O, n, P, Z, T, Y.^ In addition to these letters there are \ or j, 

which is encountered on the western sites,'o and the rare signs t and Y 
of uncertain origin.” Since the oldest extant texts date from the same 

time as the oldest Greek texts it has been conjectured that the two 

alphabets might have developed independently from a Semitic proto¬ 

type, but the most plausible solution would still appear to be that 

Phrygian writing was dependent on a Greek model. 

It is puzzUng that the Phrygians should have remained silent for over 

half a millennium and yet have re-emerged in the Roman period, in the 

second and third centuries a.d., as is shown by at least a hundred so- 

called Neo-Phrygian texts that are extant today (i—88 F).'^ They are 

written in the customary Greek alphabet of the period, but are distri¬ 

buted over a far less extensive region than the Palaeo-Phrygian docu¬ 

ments.''* These texts are exclusively funerary inscriptions, of which 

somewhat more than half are accompanied by epitaphs in standard 

Greek.'5 The passages that can be understood consist mainly of curses 

against possible tomb-robbers: ‘may whoever harms this tomb be . . .’. 

The formula follows a strict stereotype, but the language itself does not 

appear to be very remote from that of the Palaeo-Phrygian texts. 

The paucity of documents (for the first period), the over-monotonous 

formulae (of the second) and the brevity (of the graffiti), are additional 

barriers to our understanding of Phrygian, which, particularly with 

regard to vocabulary, remains a poorly-known language. Nevertheless, 

modern hnguistic research has provided us with more conclusive results 

than those reached in the last century.'* 

The classification of Phrygian within the Indo-European language 

’ E 159; E i6o; E I j I. 4, 54, 6o, 79 etc. (local repenorics), 279-82. 

>0 E IJ9, 30-8 etc.; E i j i, 281. " E 159. 42-6; e 160, 62-3; e 15 i, 281-2. 

E 159, 4of; E 160, 64. u E IJ4; e 1J3; E 157. e 145, fig. 12. 

•5 E 153; E 157; E 158. 

E 154, 124 for bibliography; also E 158, e 144-6; E 159; e 160; e 151, bibliography to 1983, 

xiv-xvii. 
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PHRYGIAN LYDIAN LYCIAN 
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b B a B b 
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Fig. 49. The Phrygian, Lydian, and Lycian alphabecs. 
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group is questionable. One can no longer speak, as before, of a ‘Thraco- 

Phrygian’ group; moreover, there is still little known about Thracian. 

Phrygian does share certain isoglosses with Hittite, but these are 

relatively uncharacteristic.’’ The shared elements between Greek and 

Phrygian are of greater interest: these include isoglosses common to 

several languages, such as the use of the relativejor and of the augment, 

as well as isoglosses peculiar to these languages, such as the participial 

suffix -meno-, the pronoun auto-, and the stem kako- ‘bad’ (which cannot 

have been borrowed from Greek, as it forms a verb in Palaeo-Phrygian), 

etc. These features reveal close prehistoric links between the two 

languages: do they arise from mere geographical proximity or from the 

fact that Greek and Phrygian belong to the same Indo-European branch? 

It is by no means impossible that we shall one day be able to speak of 

‘Greco-Phrygian’. We may also, however, conceive of connexions 

reaching even further back in time, to the Proto-Latins. There are certain 

striking similarities that incline us towards this conjecture: the use of the 

preverb ad- in addaket, abheret-, the extension of the infix -k- to the present 

stem - addaket being probably equivalent to afficiat\ -tor, the ending of the 

third person singular in the medio-passive, Latin -tur, etc.'® Many 

problems, nevertheless, still remain to be solved, and we must hope for 

fresh discoveries. 

II. THE LYDIAN LANGUAGE 

The language of ancient Lydia, which had long been almost completely 

unknown, was first revealed to us early this century after the discovery of 

a series of epichoric inscriptions found at Sardis before 1914; very little 

material was yielded by the other sites.'" 

The most important documents are the great funerary stelae, 

especially the Lydian-Aramaic bilingual (i F, Lydian above, Aramaic 

below), the discovery of which stimulated work on decipherment of the 

language. Some of the stelae carry fairly long texts (2—9 F, 22—24 F; Pis. 

Vol., pi. 242), others bear inscriptions in verse (10—15 F, etc.) character¬ 

ized by vocalic assonance at the ends of lines.In addition to the Sardis 

texts, we should also mention a short Lydian-Greek bilingual from 

Pergamum (40 F) and a Lydian—Aramaic bilingual from Falaka (41 F), 

etc. One Lydian graffito, short but extremely old (49 F, from the region 

known as Silsile) was found in Egypt. Finally, the American excavations 

at Sardis, resumed in 1958, led to the discovery of other inscriptions and 

fragments, the most outstanding of which was the stone known as the 

E 144, 316-17. E 144, 318-19; E 145, 70-4. 

E 168, nos. I-J3F; E I7I, SUppl. 3. 20 E 
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rnm/i 
NANNASAI ONY^IkAEoCAPTEniAl 

Fig. 50. Lydian-Greek bilingual inscription from Sardis. Fourth century b.c. A dedication to 

Artemis (Lydian artimus) by Nannas, son of Dionysikles. (e 168, no. 20.) 

Synagogue Stela, which is written in an alphabet somewhat different 

from Lydian, and may well be in a different language. 

Chronologically, the Lydian documents belong to the period between 

the early sixth century (49 F?) and the beginning of Alexander’s reign (50 

F, dated 325/322), with the majority of the texts dating from the fifth 

century;22 a later bilingual from Sardis is shown in Fig. 50. 

The Lydian alphabet proper is fairly restricted, containing only 

twenty-six letters, most of which have now been transcribed with 

certainty by the linguists.The script is normally sinistroverse. The 

alphabet is comparable to that of Lycian, but with certain important 

differences. The vowels afford no difficulties: A = a, d = e,l = i, 0 = 0, 

'I = «; there are in addition two signs which probably indicate nasalized 

vowels, M = a and Y = e (Greek forms used with a new value), and 0 , at 

present transcribed as j, a rare letter (which may be related to a Carian 

letter). The consonantal stops include T =/, =^, 8 = ^ (but equiva¬ 

lent to jpj), A =d, ^ =g, and two further letters of unclear origins, 

'f' = c and i = T. There is likewise uncertainty as to the origin of +, 

currently transcribed as q, which may represent the result of an old labio- 

velar stop in view of the accepted equivalences + is = qis and + aXmXus, 

‘king’ (rendered in Greek as TrdXfivs). There is no uncertainty about the 

nasals and liquids: A =4 —'i, S =r; but there is still doubt 

about the origin of the variants of complex shape transcribed as A and v. 

Besides the ^ =v there is a fricative 8 =f (which, as it also occurs in 

Etruscan, has given rise to various speculations). No problem is posed 

by the sibilants, since Lydian s is the equivalent of Greek and Lydian 

/ of sbin. Altogether, there is a majority of Greek letter-forms, with 

certain shifts in function; there are also certain forms for which the 

background is more or less obscure.^"* 

Research into the language passed through a fairly long initial stage of 

tentative speculation during which Lydian was linked even with 

Caucasian, or Etruscan.^5 Since 1935, the Indo-European character of 

Lydian has gradually emerged and we now assume that Lydian belongs 

to the group of Anatolian languages which originate from the Hittite— 

Luwian branch.Nevertheless, the phonetics of Lydian still present 

2* £174,113—32. 22 E 176, chronology 268—74. 

23 E 171, 29 (table); E 174, 50; E 182, 399-401; for the formation of the alphabet e 177 and E 183. 

2^ E 185. ^ E 182, 401-3 for a brief history. 26 e 186; e 187; e 182, 4i9ff. 
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difficulties and little is known of the vocabulary, with the result that it is 

impossible to make coherent translations or to provide a detailed table of 

correspondences. 

The animate gender has the following endings: in the nominative, -s 

(nouns) and -s or / (adjectives), and in the accusative, -v and the neuter 

ends in -d (an ending derived from the pronominal inflexion), e.g. mrud, 

‘stela’. The genitive is replaced by a possessive adjective in -It, for 

instance, vdnas manelis, ‘Mane-ian tomb / tomb of Manes’, which also 

serves as a patronymic, as in Karos Katovalis, ‘Karos the Katova-ian / son 

of Katovas’; this -It- form may be compared to similar morphemes in 

Hittite. 

Among the pronouns, we may mention amu, ‘me’, and emis, ‘my’, bis, 

‘he’, and bilis, ‘his’, the relative qis, qid, and the indefinite aXas, ‘other’. 

The verb in Lydian is complex, and preverbs are a frequent character¬ 

istic, e.g. kat-sarloki-, ‘destroy(?), curse(?)’. 

Among the indeclinable forms, it is not surprising to find the negative 

ni and the enclitic copula -k, ‘and’. 

The vocabulary still remains very obscure.^® The correspondences 

with Hittite and Luwian are of particular interest; similarities have long 

been observed between, for instance, the Hittitepir, gen.parnas, ‘house’, 

and the Lydian bira-, of the same meaning; similarly, between the Hittite 

arha-, ‘boundary’, and the Lydian aara-, ‘estate’, etc. The word for ‘god’ 

probably has a root civ- which must be compared to the Hittite siun(i)-, 

‘god’, though the position is different in Lycian, where mahdi, ‘god’, 

corresponds to the Luwian massani-. 

The study of Lydian, which is certainly now moving along the right 

lines, still has much progress to make; just how imperfect our knowledge 

remains was shown by the appearance in 1965 of the inscription known as 

the Synagogue Stela, which may be written in a different language (that 

of the Maeonians or the Torrhebians having been suggested).®® 

III. THE LYCIAN LANGUAGE 

Of the languages studied here, Lycian is the one that has the longest 

history in modern scholarship, since Lycian monuments had already 

begun to attract attention in the early nineteenth century. Today, it is 

also the best understood of all these languages. 

Numerous inscriptions have been discovered, some of considerable 

length and importance, and there is also a great variety of legend-bearing 

coins. Friedrich’s corpus already contained 150 inscriptions and almost 

E 171, 50-48; E 182, 405—19 for summary of grammar. 

28 E 171, a practical alphabetical repertory, 49-228, with supplements. 

29 Apparently ‘Maeonian* was a separate language (Hipponax fr. 5a West). 
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50 inscribed coins;30 in recent years, this basic repertory has been 

enlarged by some remarkable discoveries.^’ 

From west to east, the principal sites are Telmessus (1—5 F), Karmyles- 

sus (6-8 F), Pinara (10-21 F), Kadyanda, and Tlos (22—34 F), and in 

particular Xanthus (36-51 F), with the celebrated ‘Stela of Xanthus’ (44 

F), with its four inscribed faces (one of which is in ‘Lycian B’, see below); 

in addition, important discoveries have now been made at the Letoum of 

Xanthus (4 km south west), one of the most outstanding of these being 

the great trilingual stela with complete texts in Greek, Lycian, and 

Aramaic (Pis. Vol., pi. 243). This discovery, dating from the year 1 of an 

Artaxerxes (either 358 or 337) has given fresh impetus to research into 

Lycian.32 Other significant sites include Antiphellus (5 5-60 F), Isinda 

(62—63 F)> Myra (85—97 F),33 Limyra (98—148 F), and Rhodiapolis (149— 

150 F). 

The majority of the texts consists of funerary inscriptions, with the 

fortunate exception of several important historical or religious docu¬ 

ments: the Stela of Xanthus (44 F), the inscriptions from the Letoum, 

particularly the trilingual stela, the sacred law of Tlos (26 F), and the 

bilingual text of Isinda (65 F). 

The Lycian alphabet, which is not attested before the sixth century, is 

now well known. It contains a maximum of 29 letters, and corresponds 

basically to a Greek alphabet of the Doric type. The script is generally 

dextroverse, and makes use of separation marks.3^ 

There are four basic vowels, which, however, are indicated by letters 

with somewhat different values from Greek: although A is still equiva¬ 

lent to a, E is used for i and O has a u value (Lycian having no 0); there is 

also a sign of different origin , which is equivalent to e. In addition, 

there are two letters for nasal vowels, ^ (etc.) for a, and ^ (etc.) for e. 

For the semi-consonants we have I, transcribedJ 01 j, F which stands for 

w. Many of the consonant signs correspond to Greek letters. Among the 

stops, B indicates d =</, K -g, C T=/, X = ^ (long transcribed 

as r). Likewise, V stands for x (long transcribed as ^), j|t for X for 0, 

^ for T. For the liquids and nasals we haved = /, M=m, P = r, N = n, 

X=m, and I =h. Sibilants, etc.: S =s, I =:j, + = A We are still 

unsure of the value and origin of the rare signs <0 and . 

For a long time, modern scholars have been exploring the language,33 

looking for extremely different linguistic connexions, such as Greek, 

Iranian, Albanian, Slavic, Etruscan, ‘Pelasgian’ or ‘Asianic’, Caucasian, 

etc. At the end of the nineteenth century, however, the Scandinavian 

school pressed strongly in favour of a possible Indo-European origin. 

^Ei9J- E2M, retrospect from 1901; e 207, the trilingual; e 211 coins. 

32 E 198; E 204; E 207. 33 E 2I4 With nCW tCXtS. 

^ E 213, 37iff, 374 (table); E 211, 52-5 (coins). 35 £215,361-71. 
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After the appearance and decipherment of Hittite, the Indo-European 

connexion was gradually substantiated, largely through the works of 

Meriggi and Pedersen.^ A direct relation was then established between 

Lycian and Luwian, the Anatolian language of the second millennium,^'^ 

a connexion which has been confirmed by the most recent discoveries. 

Obscurity, however, still surrounds the related language, known as 

‘Lycian B’ or ‘Milyan’ (44 F, end; 5 5 F), which appears to be an archaic 

form of regular Lycian.®® 

The noun declension is clarified by comparison with Luwian. In the 

nominative singular, there is generally a bare stem for roots which end in 

a vowel: e.g. tideimi, ‘child’, lada, ‘woman’, etc.; there are also consonan¬ 

tal stems, such as tubes, ‘nephew’. The accusative singular ends in -a, -u, 

or -n\ ladd, ladu, tuhesn. Several possibilities exist for the genitive singular: 

either the terminations -he, -h, or ‘zero’ (old endings?) or an adjectival 

form in -ahi, -ehi, e.g.: mahan-ahi, ‘divine, of God (godly), of the Gods’. 

The suffix -ahi, -ehi, just mentioned, was used in the formation of 

adjectives. Ethnics, which occur frequently in the inscriptions, had 

various suffixes, in a nasal as in Pillenni, ‘from Pinara’; in -:(i, as in A.tdna- 

‘Athenian’, Spparta-s^i, ‘Spartan’, Pitara-^i, ‘Patarean’, etc.; in -i/i, as 

in Trmmili, ‘Termilian, Lycian’ (from Trmmis, the local name of the 

country).'*'’ 

Among the pronominal forms we note amu, ‘I’, the demonstrative ebe, 

gen. ebehi, etc. (compare the Hittite and Luwian stem apa-), with ehbi, 

‘his’; the relative ti (from Luwian kuis'), and the indefinite tike. 

Less is known of the detailed morphology of the verbs. We mention 

prnnawati, ‘he builds’, pijeti, pibijeti (with reduplication), ‘he gives’, 

contrasted withprmawate, ‘he has huWP,pijete, ‘he has given',pijeti, ‘they 

have given’, etc. For the verb ‘to be’, we note esi, ‘is’, hati, ‘are’."” There 

was also a participle in -mi, as in Luwian: tideimi, ‘child’, to compare with 

the Luwian titai(m)mi, ‘nursling’. 

Invariable words: se, ‘and’, e.g. hrppi ladi se tideime, ‘for (his) wife and 

(his) children’; me, used particularly as a conjunction; the negatives ne 

and «/, the latter being the prohibitive negative; the preposition or 

preverb hrppi, ‘for’. 

In addition to the words mentioned above, the following vocabulary 

items may be mentioned: mahani, ‘God’, Luwian massani--, uha-, ‘year’, 

Luwian ussa--, xdtawata, ‘lord, king’, Luwian hantawat--, arawa, ‘free’; 

kuma-, ‘concept of the holy’, Luwian kummai-, ‘holy/sacred’, with 

kumas^a, ‘priest’ and kumesj-, ‘to sacrifice’."*® 

Lycian was already the best known of the epichoric languages of 

^ E 208; E 217. ^ E 205; E 212; E 215; E 220. 3S e 204; E 207; E 216. 

” E 215; cf. E 209 and 197. <0 e 206. ■" E 204, 125; E 207, 87. 

E 204, 122-4 with new results from the trilingual. 
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western Asia Minor; the discovery of the trilingual inscription from the 

Letoum at Xanthus and the elaboration of the results obtained will 

further improve this already favourable situation. 

IV. THE CARIAN LANGUAGE 

Already in the time of Homer there is evidence for the existence of Carian 

speech, in an allusion to the Kares barbarophdnoi in the The first 

extant documentary evidence, however, belongs to the seventh and, 

especially, the sixth century b.c. And this comes not so much from Caria 

itself as from Egypt and Lydia. In Lydia, archaic fragments have been 

discovered at Sardis;"*^ but it is mainly to pharaonic Egypt that we owe 

our knowledge of the Carians and their language.It was Psammetichus 

I who began engaging foreign mercenaries, particularly lonians and 

Carians, and these soldiers left numerous traces of their passage through 

the land and of their temporary settlements. During the campaign of 

Psammetichus II against the Nubians in 591 b.c., Carian soldiers carved 

their names at Abu Simbel (beside those of Greeks and Phoenicians),'*^ 

and these same soldiers may have left their marks still further afield, at 

Buhen.'*'^ After settling with their families in the Nile Delta, and in a 

quarter in Memphis, they raised children and became known as the 

‘Caromemphites’.^® They lived for some time in an autonomous 

community and left monuments which were most probably part of a 

Carian cemetery and were later reused in the necropolis of North 

Saqqara (Pis. Vol., pi. 240 and here. Fig. 51; stelae and fragmentary 

inscriptions, mid-sixth century).'*5 In due course, the Carians became 

absorbed into the cosmopolitan population of Hellenistic Egypt, and 

lost their script and language. 

In the territory of Caria proper, the discoveries thus far have been less 

rich.50 The three inscribed bronzes, recently published, are the oldest 

available records (sixth century) of the motherland.5* Later, in addition 

to some rare coins to which an exact locality has not yet been assigned 

there are also some stone inscriptions dating from around the fourth or 

third century, as well as funerary inscriptions and religious or political 

documents (Tralles, Hyllarima, Sinuri-Mylasa, etc.). At a still uncertain 

date Carian was to give way to Greek. There is, however, one site where 

a special situation has emerged; this is Caunus, near Lycia, where a 

distinctly different alphabet was found;^^ variants of the alphabet were 

also discovered at smaller sites, such as Chalketor.^^ 

E 229, 187; E 251, 407. ^ E 225, 79-111. E 235—5; E 257; E 242. 

^ E 224, nos. } 1-7; new edition, O- Masson, ‘Les graffites cariens d’Abou-Simber, Hommagesalc 

memoire de S. Sauneron ii (Cairo, 1979), 243”7- E ^34, nos. 30-5. 

E 231, 408, 412—13; E 234, 6. E 234, nos. I—49. 

50 E 223; E 230; E 240; E 245; E 246. E 226-7. E 23O. 53 £ 240. 
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Fig. j I. Carian false door with inscription, from Saqqara. Two lines in Carian script, dextroverse, 

with three words, the meaning obscure but ftineraty in content, (e 234, no. 16.) 

It seems clear now that there never was a single Carian script, but 

rather that there were at least four groups.(i) Of these, the oldest on 

record and the best known is the Carian of Egypt (seventh to fifth 

century), comprising about 3 5 signs. (2) The Carian of the great sites of 

Caria, with the exception of Caunus (sixth to fourth or third century), 

which is almost identical and contains 36 or 37 signs. (3) The Carian of 

Caunus (which is difficult to date), with approximately 30 signs. (4) A 

residual group, which is made up from various finds in Caria (Chalketor, 

etc.) and is still little known. 

In spite of many attempts to understand the Carian scripts, and the 

discovery of a number of new documents over the past twenty years, 

they have still not been completely deciphered.55 It is evident that there is 

a series of alphabets which, while containing a majority of letters 

identical to those of the Greek alphabet — with values that are probably 

matching, or at least fairly close (such as for the letters A, C, d, E, F, A, 

N, O, P, M (the san), T, Y) - also include letters of unknown origin, often 

used with great frequency, to which no definitive value can be assigned 

^ E 253; E 234, introduction, 8—16. 

55 E 229 (to 1972). More optimistic views in the work of V. SevoroSkin (e 248-50), and J. Ray 

(e 241-4)- 
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(e.g. CD and0), with one fortunate exception ( ^ for e, possibly related 

to the Lydian 0). It is chiefly here that the difficulties in reading arise. 

The only progress that has been made thus far has been in abandoning 

the theory - so long dominant — that this was a script that might have 

been half-alphabetic, half-syllabic, and that there was a relationship 

between the signs believed to be syllabic and either an ‘Asianic’ 

syllabary, as suggested by A. H. Sayce,^* or even the Cypriot syllabary.^’ 

Since the script has not yet been completely deciphered, the Carian 

language itself remains an enigma. In theory there are two possible 

solutions: either Carian, unlike Lydian and Lycian, is truly an ‘Asianic’ 

language, relatively autochthonous and not Indo-European, or else it is 

an ancient Anatolian language of Indo-European origin, like the 

languages mentioned earlier, by which it was surrounded. But, in spite of 

the recent intensive efforts, the key has not yet been discovered.^8 It must 

also be added that the far from numerous glosses preserved by ancient 

writers are of no help. The Carian anthroponyms, of which numerous 

examples have reached us through Greek sources, such as Arliomos, 

Bruassis, Kashollis, Rhodes, Luxes, Mausollos, Panyassis, Sidulemis, and 

Tjmues,^^ have a curious structure which would at first sight incline one 

towards the first solution, although this impression may be deceptive. 

Recent attempts to explain such names as good Anatolian could now be 

taken into consideration.^® 

The solution could ultimately come from the discovery of a clear 

bilingual text, with a satisfying structure. The bilingual material at 

present available is either incomplete or very difficult to analyse; it 

includes: (a) a short, partly mutilated, Greek-Carian bilingual (Athens, 

fifth century);^^ (b) several apparently bilingual inscriptions from Egypt 

in which the two parts are not easy to relate to each other;®^ (c) two 

bilingual texts from Caria, seriously damaged (from Hyllarima, a short 

Carian text, and the beginning of a Greek text; from Sinuri, the end of a 

Greek text and the beginning of a Carian text).*^ 

It is still possible that light may be shed by new documents, either 

through chance discovery or as the result of systematic search, which 

will enable us finally to solve this perplexing enigma of western 

Anatoha.®"* 

56 E 224, 156, with Saycc and Bork. 57 ^ 222. 

58 Numerous works by V. SevoroSkin (e 247-50), and more recent suggestions by J. Ray 
(e 241-4). 59 g 246. 

60 See, for instance, for the name Cberamjes, the interpretation in the light of Hittite and Luwian 

comparisons by G. Neumann, Wur(burger Jabrbucbfur die Altertumsrvissenscbaft 10 (1984) 41—3. 

6’ E 229, 198-205; E 252, 94. 

*2 E 234, introduction, * 9, etc. The results obtained by Zauzich (e 251) were not conclusive; 

Ray’s approach is more promising (e 241-4). 

65 E 223, 315, 317, etc. 64 The Bibliography does not go beyond 1987. 
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CHAPTER 35 

EGYPT: THE TWENTY-FIFTH AND 

TWENTY-SIXTH DYNASTIES 

T. G. H. JAMES 

I. THE ORIGINS OF THE TWENTY-FIFTH DYNASTY 

The historical tradition preserved in the pages of Manetho’s history 

allows three kings to the Twenty-fifth Dynasty, Sabacon, Sebichos, and 

Tarcos, to be identified with Shabako, Shebitku, and Taharqa. These 

three are the middle monarchs of the five now generally included 

together to make the historical Twenty-fifth Dynasty of the monuments. 

Historians have expressed surprise that Manetho made no mention of Py 

(Piankhy), who established the fortunes of his line in Egypt,^ but his 

absence from the chronicler’s list may be due more to a desire for 

chronological tidiness than to ignorance or malicious omission. For the 

greater part of his reign Py was absent from Egypt, and, as an earlier 

chapter of this history made clear,^ much of Egypt during this period 

was controlled by princes and chieftains, some of whom form, in 

Manetho’s tradition, the fines of the Twenty-third and Twenty-fourth 

Dynasties. The overlap of dynastic fines presents problems to the 

annalistically-minded historian. To start the Twenty-fifth Dynasty with 

Shabako, who earned the royal title ‘King of Upper and Lower Egypt’ 

by extending Nubian rule over the whole land in about 71 j b.c., was 

altogether neater.^ 

Unfortunately, neatness is not customarily to be observed in the 

sequences of historical events. The narrative of a country’s history is like 

a river which, from time to time along its course, is joined by tributaries. 

Each tributary represents a new stream which, to be fully understood, 

needs retracing back along its separate course. In a consideration of the 

Twenty-fifth Dynasty, set firmly in the main fine of Egyptian history, 

some attention must be given to the origins of the Nubian royal fine, the 

Kushite rulers whose centre of power, Napata, lay in the region between 

the Fourth and Third Cataracts of the Nile. Unfortunately this Nubian 

' F 44, 335. 2 C^H 57iff. 

3 p 77,1 J3f; on p. 472 he gives 715 b.c. as the date from which Shabako was king of all Egypt; so 

too in his 2nd edn, 557, 593, contra f 185, 221, who accepts 713 b.c. 
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tributary may be traced back with only limited success, and its origins lie 

lost, as it were, in the sands of Kush. 

Napata, named clearly as a town in Egyptian texts of the New 

Kingdom, marked the southern limit of pharaonic penetration into 

Nubia.'* Whether it may be identified with Gebel Barkal, where temples 

dedicated to the Theban god Amun were built in the Eighteenth and 

Nineteenth Dynasties, remains debatable;^ but it seems possible that the 

district which contained Gebel Barkal and the separately identifiable 

sites of El-Kurru, Nuri, and Sanam, may in a collective sense have 

subsequently been known as Napata. A loose parallel may be drawn with 

Thebes itself, a name which in its Greek form was (and still is) applied to 

the districts on the west and east banks of the Nile, and included the 

separately identifiable temple districts of Karnak and Luxor and the 

various necropohs areas. Yet in origin Thebes may owe its name to a 

corruption of the ancient name of Luxor.^ 

A complete absence of evidence prevents any reconstruction of the 

history of Napata, or indeed of Nubia in general, from the late Twentieth 

Dynasty.^ The conventional view, based both on the lack of textual 

evidence and on the sparse surviving archaeological record in those 

centres settled by Egyptians until the New Kingdom, maintains that 

Nubia was gradually abandoned as internal events in Egypt led to the 

political division of the country which marked the Twenty-first 

Dynasty. At Buhen in Lower Nubia, for example, it is suggested that at 

the end of the Twentieth Dynasty Egyptian resources were concentrated 

solely on servicing the temples and their domains.^ 

It has equally been the conventional view that at Napata the only 

surviving tie with metropolitan Egypt resided in the continued mainten¬ 

ance of the cult of Amun, the Theban god.^ The basis for this particular 

contention lies in the belief that devotion to the cult of Amun brought 

about the Nubian intervention in Egyptian affairs, which led ultimately 

to the establishment of the pharaonic line known as the Twenty-fifth 

Dynasty. Much is made by Py of his desire to promote the interests of the 

Theban god, and the supporting evidence provided by Taharqa’s wide- 

ranging building campaign on behalf of Amun establishes beyond doubt 

that the kings of the Twenty-fifth Dynasty devoted themselves with 

energy to the cult of Amun. ‘You know that Amun is the god who has 

dispatched us,’’** declared Py as he sent off his army in swift reaction to 

events in Egypt during his twentieth regnal year. By this time, however, 

the political advantages of declaring unequivocal support for Amun, and 

of accepting it as the spring for action, had no doubt been fully accepted 

by Py. Throughout Egyptian history rehgious reasons were used to 

‘ 04Hii3.i, 347. 5 FI, 254. ‘ F43 11,25*. ’ CAHii^.1,6^6. 
8 F 152 II, 217. 9 The view taken in f i, 257^. 10 f 197, 8 (text 1.12). 
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justify political actions; the primacy of a deity, or the apparent insult to a 

deity, was sufficient cause for political intervention. The use by the 

Nubian rulers of the interests of Amun as cause and justification for their 

first involvement in Egyptian affairs would be more acceptable as the 

mainspring of their action if it could be shown that the cult of Amun was 

truly an active force at Napata during the dark age following the 

Twentieth Dynasty. Unfortunately, it cannot be shown. 

There appears to be a long hiatus in the sequence of archaeological 

evidence from the Twentieth Dynasty until about 850 b.c.” Then the 

first burials were made at El-Kurru (a short way downstream from Gebel 

Barkal), the site of the royal cemetery which was to form the last resting 

place of most of the kings of the Twenty-fifth Dynasty. Among the 

scanty remains of the funerary equipments placed in the earliest burials 

only one object, a gold nugget, bored and strung as a pendant, bears an 

inscription naming Amun,*2 and this may not have been made locally but 

imported.13 A fragment of faience inscribed with Kashta’s name, and 

also that of Amun,i'* is even less satisfactory as evidence in favour of the 

persistence of a cult of Amun in the early reigns of the Napatan or 

Kushite kingdom. The burial from which it was recovered is dated by 

Reisner and Dunham to the mid-fourth century b.c.^^ Neither at Napata 

nor anywhere else in Nubia is there a shred of evidence to support the 

belief that a cult of Amun survived the end of the Twentieth Dynasty. 

Historians of Nubia are generally agreed that the emergence of a 

Kushite kingdom in the neighbourhood of Napata took place in the 

ninth century b.c. and that the first local ruler who can be identified by 

name is Alara, an older brother of Kashta, of whom unfortunately no 

contemporary records have survived.** Doubt has already been thrown 

on the belief that the worship of Amun persisted at Napata at this time. 

Equal doubt, therefore, must be thrown on the view that the rise of the 

Kushite monarchy depended on an alliance between the priesthood of 

Amun at Napata and the local Nubian chieftains.’’* There is, in reality, no 

evidence at present available which provides any clue to the political and 

social movements which led to the establishment of the Kushite 

monarchy.’® The bald facts are that a monarchy was founded, that after 

Alara the next ruler, Kashta, is found making some possible move 

against metropolitan Egypt, and that under Py, his son and successor, a 

strong Nubian presence was established in much of Egypt. 

In spite of the paucity of evidence there is, nevertheless, a strong 

compulsion to speculate on the reasons for Nubian involvement in 

“ F 168, 140. p 1(5- p 125, fig. 2, *3 p 142. 

F 34, 24, fig.7c. F 34,5 (burial Ku.i). f 104 i, I2iff; f 137, 2iff. 

E.g. F I, 258; and contra^ f 168, 144, 

f 32, i2ifF, argues strongly against the old view that the Napatan house was Libyan in origin. 
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Egyptian affairs, and to ponder why the Nubians appear to have been so 
readily acceptable, at least to the Thebans, as rulers worthy to carry the 
ancient royal designation ‘King of Upper and Lower Egypt’. Some 
intrusion of Egyptian culture, perhaps not particularly in the rehgious 
sense, resulted from the continuous contacts between Nubia and Egypt 
on the levels of trade and military involvement. For many centuries 
Nubia had formed the reservoir of manpower from which Egypt’s rulers 
had drawn the professional element of their fighting forces and police. 
Through Nubia passed the commercial routes along which Egyptian 
traders travelled to bring back to Egypt both the products of the mines 
and quarries of Nubia, and the exotic commodities of equatorial Africa, 

insofar as they might still be required, and available, after the pohtical 
withdrawal of the Egyptians from Nubia at the end of the New 
Kingdom. Such contacts, with or without the religious bond of the 
worship of Amun, provided the necessary basis for mutual interest. On 
the part of the Nubian ruling house, the desire to extend and deepen 
contacts with a country so infinitely more advanced in all respects, except 
military strength, surely gave sufficient stimulus for intervention. But 
the impression provided by the subsequent behaviour of the Nubians in 
Egypt is that respect and a nostalgia for the past greatness of Egypt — still 
probably aroused by the imposing remains of temples, cities and 
fortresses throughout Nubia — inspired this intervention, rather than a 
desire for conquest. 

The Nubian rulers themselves had initially little to offer Egypt except 
the promise of stability, made palatable by their evident respect for 
Egyptian institutions, both political and religious. Furthermore, 
Nubians were no strangers in Egypt, particularly in Upper Egypt, and 
their native ruler could be seen not only as a source of stability, but also 
as a power greatly preferable to the Libyan chieftains who had brought 
such division and misery to the lands of the Delta and Middle Egypt. 
But the Nubian ruling house, in spite of this respect for things Egyptian 
(assumed here as probable, but not estabhshed with reasonable cer¬ 
tainty), did not ape Egyptian ways in rehgious behefs and funerary 
practices until after their intervention in Egyptian affairs-.^o Py intro¬ 
duced a pyramidal superstructure for his tomb at El-Kurru, but his 
burial was executed in a traditional Nubian manner, his body being 
placed on a low bed. Sarcophagi in the Egyptian manner were not 
introduced until the burial of Taharqa, who opened the new royal 
cemetery at Nuri. The fact that the Nubian rulers chose to be buried near 
their native capital sufficiently confirms their attachment to their own 
Nubian traditions — an attachment equally to be observed in their 
devotion to horses,^' in their peculiar methods of succession,^^ and in the 

CAH ^ F I, ZjBff, 21 p ZSzff. 22 p 1041, II9ff;F I, 259!. 
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special authority exercised by their queens.^3 In spite of their deep 

involvement in Egyptian affairs they remained steadfastly Nubian and, 

when in due course withdrawal from Egypt became politically prudent, 

it was accomplished with no apparent damage to their personal status in 

their Napatan homeland. 

II. PY’S CONQUEST AND WITHDRAWAL 

Doubt has already been cast on the commonly stated reasons for Nubian 

involvement in Egyptian affairs. There is no wholly acceptable evidence 

to show that a desire to restore the prestige and power of the Theban god 

Amun prompted a kind of crusade launched from Napata by Nubian 

chieftains, either themselves devoted to the cult of Amun in Napata, or 

persuaded to act, as part of some political deal, by a priesthood of Amun 

at Napata. There is also no good evidence earlier than the great stela of 

Py (dated in his twenty-first year) on which to base the faintest semblance 

of a historical account of the earliest moves in the Nubian intervention. 

A few small pieces of evidence have been put together to prove that 

Kashta, Py’s father, actually invaded Egypt, and penetrated as far as 

Thebes.Unfortunately they remain less than adequate to prove 

anything more than that Kashta during his lifetime may have used 

cartouches to include his names, and perhaps even assumed the Egyptian 

royal title ‘King of Upper and Lower Egypt’. It is not impossible that he 

formed an intention to invade Egypt, or even actually did lead an 

expedition to Thebes, but satisfactory supporting evidence is still 

required.25 A fragmentary stela from Aswan bearing his name, on which 

so much is based, is a miserable document which may not even be 

contemporary with Kashta.25 

Py is thought to have succeeded his father, Kashta, in about 747 B.c.22 

His political inheritance is quite unknown, but those who believe in 

Kashta’s actual invasion of Upper Egypt would maintain that Py 

continued to control the Kushite dominion in Egypt from his capital at 

Napata through the agency of loyal Theban officials and Nubian forces, 

but without exercising any very active role in Egyptian affairs.28 In this 

extraordinarily blank period, the one act which requires serious histori¬ 

cal interpretation is the adoption of Amenirdis, Py’s sister, by Shepen- 

upet, the God’s Wife of Amun, and virtual ruler in Thebes. The power 

and significance of the office of God’s Wife of Amun, and of her adopted 

daughter (and, therefore, successor), the God’s Adorer of Amun (often 

23 F 104 I, I I9ff. 24 p 88^ p I lyf. 

25 For a more favourable view of the possibility of Kashta’s invasion, see CAH 1112.1, 570; see 

also F 137, 2off. 26 f88, 75. 

2^ On the reading of the royal name as Py or Piye (against the former Piankhy), noted in CAH 
in2.i, 569, see further f 53, 10 n.2. 28 E g p 261. 
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called the Divine Adoratrice), have been discussed earlier in this work, 

and more will be added later in the present chapter.No date can be 

placed on the act of adoption of Amenirdis, but it is highly probable that 

it had already taken place by Year 12 of Py.^ The old supposition that the 

adoption was effected by Kashta has now generally been abandoned in 

favour of the view that it was Py who brought it about.Whatever 

might be the truth of the matter, there can be no question that the 

adoption could not have been made without the exercise of considerable 

pressure, possibly military as well as political; it is also beyond question 

that the ceremony of adoption would have been performed in the 

presence of the ruling Kushite chieftain of the time (Kashta or Py), or of 

his representative. As Amenirdis appears to have been in office in Year 

12 of Py, it follows that her adoption by Shepenupet took place earlier, 

and more probably during Py’s reign than during that of his father, 

Kashta. That event, therefore, may well have marked Py’s first interven¬ 

tion into Egyptian territory, an intervention which represented either a 

continuation of Kashta’s supposed involvement in Egyptian affairs, or a 

new initiative of Py’s own devising. 

Many possible reconstructions of the course of events during the early 

years of the Nubian participation in Theban affairs can be propounded. 

The adoption of Amenirdis, a very astute political act, may have been 

part of Py’s first intervention, or a move made subsequent to this first 

intervention, and designed to secure a formal tie with the highest 

religious authority in Thebes. It could, however, scarcely have been a 

move contemplated by Py without good knowledge of the political 

scene at Thebes and of the importance of the office of God’s Adorer of 

Amun, or without very well-informed advice provided by agents in 

Thebes or advisers in Napata.^^ 

Whatever may have been the movements behind the adoption, one 

thing is certain: when Py made the fateful move into Egypt in his 

twentieth regnal year, his influence in Thebes was already prime, 

exercised through his sister, Amenirdis, and through officers of his own 

forces stationed in Egypt. He was, in fact, taking steps to protect an 

Egyptian dominion threatened from the north. Southern Upper Egypt 

from at least Hermopolis seems to have been nominally under the 

control or protection of the Nubian king, but Py had not thought it 

necessary to establish a court in Thebes, any more than the Assyrian 

kings later were to find it politically necessary, or desirable.His court 

29 Sec 567-8, 570 and below, p. 706. ^ Cy^H570. 

F 14, 105; see also f 77, 151 and n. 289; f 168, 145. f i, 280, retains the old view without 

argument. Leclant in f 61 i, 196 leaves the question open. See also CAH 570. 

32 F 157,25ff, on the basisofa doubtful date on Khartoum stela i852,suggests that Py held formal 

claims on Egyptian territory by his Year 5. 33 $0 f 137, 20. 
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was at Napata, and there he was content to stay until he was obliged to go 

north. 

An account of the events leading up to the action taken by Py’s 

representatives in Egypt, and of Py’s own actions after he himself left 

Napata to establish his authority in his Egyptian dominion, is set out on 

the great red granite stela found in the temple at Gebel Barkal and now in 

the Cairo Museum.^"* The text, consisting of 159 lines of well-composed 

narrative in a somewhat awkward form of Middle Egyptian (with some 

Late Egyptian usages of syntax and grammar), common in official 

Egyptian inscriptions of the Late New Kingdom and subsequent 

periods, is, in the words of Sir Alan Gardiner, ‘one of the most 

illuminating documents that Egyptian history has to show’.^^ j)- jg hard 

to believe that it was not composed, at least in the form found on the 

stela, by native Egyptian scribes, although the ‘vivacity of mind, feeling 

and expression’ noted by Gardiner may well reflect the drafting and 

inspiration of a Kushite originator.^^ 

The scene which occupies the upper part of Py’s stela has already been 

described in an earlier volume, in which the history of the contemporary 

rulers of the Twenty-fourth Dynasty was discussed.It represents the 

moment of triumph which attended the successful end of Py’s campaign 

before he withdrew southwards to Napata, probably without more than 

a short stay in Thebes. With Amun and Mut, the Theban deities, Py is 

shown receiving the submission of the Delta rulers, with the notable 

exception of Tefnakhte. It is indeed rare to find so explicitly illustrative a 

scene used to introduce and support a historical text of this kind. The 

stela, however, was set up not in Egypt, but in the Kushite temple at 

Gebel Barkal, the great southern shrine of Amun, built in the New 

Kingdom and restored and enlarged by Py. Visually, and in words, it 

clearly expressed Py’s triumph. 

Composed after the conclusion of the campaign, the text on this stela 

is dated at the start of Py’s twenty-first regnal year, about 727 b.c.^® The 

events described in the text, however, began at least two years earlier.®’ 

Receiving news of the steady annexation of lands in Middle Egypt by the 

great Prince of the West, Tefnakhte, Py took little action until he heard 

that Nimlot, prince of Hermopolis, had deserted his cause and gone over 

to Tefnakhte.Stung to action by the reproaches of his officers in Egypt, 

he first instructed them to stand fast and to do what they could to hinder 

^ Cairo JE 48862; see f 133 vii, 217. f 44, 355f. 

^ For a consideration of the grammar and syntax of the text, see F 5 3, i94ff. 

37 CAH 57iff. 38 F 53, 10 n. I. 

39 For the hieroglyphic text, see f 147,1—56; a fiiU republication in f 3 3; an English translation in 

F 95 III, 66ff. In general, see f 42, 219!?. 

^ For an account of the matter from the point of view of the northern dynasts, see CAH iii^.i, 

57iff; on the campaign generally, f 164, 275!?; f 74, 227ff. 
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Tefnakhte’s advance, while he prepared and dispatched an army to 

support the garrison in Egypt. The retrospective text of the stela 

recounts that Py ordered his army to allow Tefnakhte to choose the 

ground for battle, while the Nubian would rely on the help of Amun, to 

whom they should dedicate themselves when they reached Thebes. 

With the support of Amun, the Nubian army moved north and 

secured a crushing victory on the Nile over the confederate forces of 

Tefnakhte, followed by another further north in the neighbourhood of 

Hermopolis, which was then invested with Nimlot inside. Unfortuna¬ 

tely, Py found little satisfaction in the success of his army, because he felt 

that in allowing many of the enemy to escape it had only partly fulfilled 

the task it had been set. Now he himself would go north to settle the 

matter, but only after he had celebrated the New Year’s feast at Napata 

and the Opet festival of Amun at Thebes. Thus consecrated, T shall let 

the Delta taste the taste of my fingers.’ 

The news of Py’s intentions stimulated his army to further success, but 

its capture of three towns, Oxyrhynchus, El-Hiba and Hutbenu, did not 

divert him from his purpose. At the beginning of his Year 20 he left 

Napata, celebrated the Opet festival at Thebes, and moved north to 

reinforce the siege force at Hermopolis. He is again described as showing 

great displeasure at the poor showing of his troops already deployed in 

Egypt: ‘Does this delay in executing my commission represent the 

determination of your fighting?’ Here and elsewhere in the text Py’s 

impatience contrasts strikingly with what seems to be a fair degree of 

success on the part of his army. The exemplary behaviour required by Py 

allows for no weakness or indecision. But this text is very much a 

carefully composed account, a means of declaring in no uncertain terms 

the greatness of Py and of proclaiming the glory of his father Amun. 

Every opportunity, therefore, is taken to diminish the successes of 

others, even though the factual record of these successes cannot be 

wholly suppressed. The text is exceptionally discursive and full of 

picturesque detail, which the reader, accustomed to the prosaic quality of 

most Egyptian royal texts, can only find refreshingly unexpected and 

enlivening. So, as the siege continued; ‘Days passed by and Hermopolis 

was offensive to the nose, lacking her [usual] sweet smell.’ Things were 

so bad that the time for treating had come. First, great quantities of 

treasure were sent out; then Nimlot’s wife interceded on behalf of 

Nimlot and the inhabitants of the city. In accepting the wretched 

Nimlot’s submission, Py could not resist chiding him for his defection. 

The incident is incorporated in the scene in the lunette of the stela: 

Nimlot brings Py a horse and a sistrum of gold and lapis lazuli. After 

making sacrifice to Thoth, Lord of Hermopolis, Py proceeded to inspect 

the official buildings of the city, expressing his horror and disgust at the 
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condition of the horses in Nimlot’s stables - an incidental indicadon of 

the Nubian devotion to horses. 

This capture of Hermopolis with Nimlot’s surrender was the crucial 

act of Py’s campaign. It was followed by the voluntary submission of 

Peftjauawybast, the ruler of Heracleopohs, who had successfully resisted 

the attempts of Tefnakhte’s forces to secure his adherence to the cause of 

the Prince of the West.^* Moving north from Hermopolis, Py next found 

his way obstructed by the heavily garrisoned town of Pisekhemkheperre 

at the entrance to the Faiyum. A strong threatening appeal to the 

besieged was enough, apparently, to secure their surrender without a 

fight. Among those in the town was a son of Tefnakhte, but, according 

to the account in Py’s great stela, no one was killed. It is not recorded 

whether captives were taken, although the contents of the treasury and 

granaries in the town were confiscated, those of the former for Py’s 

treasury, and of the latter for the offerings of Amon-Re. They were the 

common beneficiaries of most of the booty taken by Py throughout this 

campaign. After taking the towns of Maidum and El-Lisht by persuasion 

alone, Py and his forces approached Memphis. His usual appeal for 

surrender was ignored, even though he pointed out that in the southern 

nomes only blasphemers had been slain. In Memphis he only wished to 

make offerings to Ptah and the other gods of the city. The refusal of the 

garrison to surrender was inspired apparently by the approach of 

Tefnakhte himself. He reinforced the garrison with 8,000 picked troops, 

reminded the defenders of their strong position and wealth of supplies, 

and promptly returned north to rally support from the Delta chiefs. In 

the words of the inscription, ‘He set himself on a horse, not asking for his 

chariot, and travelled north out of fear of His Majesty.’ 

When the Nubian force prepared to attack the great northern capital 

city they found it protected by water and by heightened walls. Offered a 

great deal of advice by his commanders, Py, relying on the support of 

Amun, decided on a frontal assault on the harbour of Memphis, using 

every kind of ship fit for requisitioning. The assault, no details of which 

are contained in the inscription, was overwhelming; many people in the 

city were slain, and many captives taken. The city was then ritually 

purified, Py was greeted with the sacred rites due to a king, and he made 

offerings to Ptah in his temple. The booty of the city, undoubtedly 

considerable, was assigned to Amun, Ptah, and the other gods of 

Memphis. This great victory was followed by visits to Heliopolis, and to 

Athribis (at the invitation of Pediese, the prince of that city), and the 

submission of most of the Delta rulers who had allied themselves with 

Tefnakhte. According to the record preserved on the great stela, the 

various princes and chiefs submitted to Py in groups, the majority at 

See CAH 575; f 164, 284^ 
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Athribis.'’^ Tefnakhte’s submission was not made to Py in person, but to 

the emissaries sent by Py, presumably to Sais, Tefnakhte’s capital. With 

the collapse of all serious resistance, the few remaining places which had 

maintained support for Tefnakhte offered allegiance to Py, notably the 

Faiyum and Atfih on the east of the Nile opposite the Faiyum. The final 

act of submission, which may ceremonially have included most of the 

defeated princes and chiefs, took place before Py, probably in Memphis, 

although the inscription is not explicit on this point. The lunette scene at 

the top of the stela records in graphic terms the submission, either as it 

may have taken place on this last occasion, or as a conflated represen¬ 

tation of several acts of submission. 

In the final sentence of the inscription Py’s departure southwards is 

described. His ship was loaded with booty, and his progress upstream 

universally cheered. What the text unfortunately does not tell is whether 

Py travelled directly to Napata, or paused en route at Thebes. The 

commonly accepted view is that he made straight for Napata and never 

set foot in Egypt again.Indeed this may well have been the case, but it 

is almost beyond belief that his victorious flotilla would have passed by 

Thebes without stopping for Py to give thanks to Amon-Re, offering in 

person a generous portion of the spoils of his victory in the temple of 

Karnak. Again, although there is no evidence directly to support this 

supposition, it should be surmised that Py spent enough time in Thebes 

to settle matters of future administration in Egypt. His natural instru¬ 

ment of control in Egypt remained his sister Amenirdis, the adoptive 

heiress of Shepenupet, the God’s Wife of Amun. Between them 

Amenirdis and Shepenupet wielded great power at Thebes, supported 

by a body of native Egyptian officials, priestly and civil, among whom 

the most influential seems to have been Harwa, Amenirdis’ major-domo, 

who may have instituted the practice of having a huge tomb constructed 

for himself in the area of the Theban necropolis now known as the 

Asasif.''5 The view that Harwa was Nubian, based principally on the 

manner in which he is represented in some of his sculptures, is quite 

unsupported by any specific evidence.*^ That Nubians were installed in 

important positions in Thebes - the natural consequence of Py’s 

intervention in Egypt - is hard to substantiate. One Kelbasken, who was 

a mayor of Thebes possibly under Py and his successor, and who from 

his name must certainly have been Nubian, was buried in a Theban 

tomb;"*^ but there is little to show that Py set up, or felt it necessary to set 

P 53, 242ff. 

For a more detailed account of the submissions, see CAH 573f; f 164, 287. 
F 77, 366; but see F 53, 301. 

Theban Tomb 37, see f 133 i^.i, 68; D. Eigner, Die monumentalen Grabbauten (Vienna, 1984), 

37ff. The career of Harwa remains to be studied in detail; for much material, see F 8j, viii. 

^ F 83,2600.4. F 77, 382. For the tomb see F 133 i2. i, 441 (no. 391). 
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up, a substantial Nubian cadre of officials in Thebes to maintain his rule. 

In general, his supremacy seems to have been accepted with little 

opposition in Thebes, and documents were readily dated by his regnal 

years, the numbering going back to his accession as king in Napata in 

about 747 b.c.'*® 

However Py acted during his return from Memphis to Napata after his 

triumph, there can be no disputing the generally accepted view that he 

never subsequently returned to Egypt. Further, he seems to have been 

little concerned with maintaining actively his supremacy over the Delta 

rulers. In the north the way was left open for Tefnakhte to re-establish 

his authority, and, apparently, to extend his influence until he may have 

proclaimed himself king.'*® In northern Upper Egypt, likewise, Py’s 

conquest led to few changes in the distribution of power locally between 

the rulers at Hermopolis, Heracleopolis and elsewhere.5° In fact, this first 

substantial intervention by a king of Napata into Egyptian affairs had 

very limited results, the principal of which was the establishment of a 

Nubian hegemony (rather than a supremacy) in the name of Amon-Re. 

This god, in consequence of Py’s campaign (if he did not occupy the 

position previously) became a dominant force in Nubian policy, and his 

cult was fostered before all others in Nubia. Py added considerably to the 

New Kingdom temple at Gebel Barkal,^' perhaps the first of his line to 

do so, embellishing his constructions with granite rams previously set up 

by Amenophis III at Sulb.®^ Pew further monuments have survived to 

demonstrate the extent of his activities in his Nubian realm. 

The length of Py’s reign, and, consequently, the date of his death, have 

been subjects of much dispute. The highest surviving monumental date 

is Year 14,^* but a Unen fragment in the British Museum preserves a date 

which may be of Year 50 or Year 40. It is difficult wholly to justify 40, 

and the reading of 50 must remain uncertain. Other considerations 

weigh in favour of the lower figure, and a reign of at least 31 years seems 

to fit the known facts best, giving a date of about 716 b.c. for Py’s 

death. f-[e prepared tombs for himself and for members of his family at 

El-Kurru, the earliest royal cemetery of Napata, lying about ten miles 

downstream from Gebel Barkal on the same side of the Nile. While the 

character of the burials was Nubian in the use of beds to carry the bodies, 

the influence of Egyptian funerary practices was already strong; mummi¬ 

fication was employed, and the funerary equipment included characteris¬ 

tic Egyptian items such as canopic jars and ushabti-figuies.^^ The most 

For papyri of Years 21 and 22, see f 127, 11 iff; for a stela of Year 24, see f 64, i65fT. 

574. ^ F 77, 371; O’Connor in F 169, 243. 

F 139, 263ff; F 36. p I VII, 216, 219, 53 p 

5^ F 64, i65ff; see also F 77, 1J2. 

55 F 77, 142, 144, 15 if; 2nd edn, 559; for 40 years, see f 7, 7f. 

56 p 34, 64iT, for Py’s tomb; iiiff for general considerations. 
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Striking Egyptian element, however, was the pyramidal superstructure, 

inspired undoubtedly by Egyptian royal tombs. Whether the inspiration 

for the Nubian pyramids came from those of the Old Kingdom in the 

region of Memphis, or those of the Seventeenth Dynasty at Thebes, 

remains to be decided, although the smaller size of the latter, and their 

steeper sloping sides provide, in theory, better models.Characteristi¬ 

cally, horses were also buried in accompanying graves, at some distance 

from Py’s own burial. This practice was followed by his successors.^8 

III. DYNASTIC EXPANSION AND ASIATIC ADVENTURE 

Shabako, who succeeded his brother Py as Napatan king in about 716 

b.c.,59 within two years renewed active Nubian intervention in Egypt. It 

is possible only to surmise at his reasons for moving north, but among 

them may well have been the desire to match the brilliant campaign of Py 

ten years or so earlier, and the need to demonstrate to the apparently 

insurgent Bocchoris that his increasingly independent activities in the 

Delta and in the region of Memphis represented a threat to Nubian 

dominion which could not be tolerated. The activities of the Delta rulers 

after Py’s withdrawal were, as far as can be judged from the sparse 

evidence, much the same as they had been before the Nubian’s triumph. 

Humiliated by Py, they were yet treated with extraordinary moderation, 

and allowed to remain in control of their petty principalities.^® But news 

from the Delta, whatever form it took, stimulated Shabako to action, 

and it seems that in a relatively short time, and with little difficulty, he 

succeeded in extending Nubian control over most of the Delta. His Year 

2 corresponded with Bocchoris’ Year 6, and it saw the downfall of that 

ruler.®’ So successful was his campaign that Shabako had it commemor¬ 

ated in a text inscribed on large scarabs, one example of which has, 

happily, survived. The first line, which probably included a date, is 

unfortunately lost, but the substantial part of the text is completely 

preserved; after the royal titulary, in which Shabako is described as 

‘more beloved of Amun than any king who has been since the creation of 

the land’, it continues. 

He has slain those who rebelled against him in the South Land and the North 
Land, and in all foreign lands. The Sand-dwellers languish because of him, fallen 
for terror of him. They come of their own accord as captives, each one of them 

5’ Average angle of inclination for Old Kingdom pyramids was 5 2°; for Sevenreenrh Dynasty 

pyramids, 6j'; for Nubian pyramids, 68"; see F 38, 88, 230 and 236. Adams’ view (f i, 278) that the 

small pyramids of Theban private tombs provided the models is unlikely. 

F 34, I to, I i6ff. 

^ On the range of possible dates for Shabako’s accession, see f 77, and edn, 353, 5 5 5ff. 

“ J74ff. CAH fjf. 
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having seized his fellow, because of the beneficent acts he has performed for his 
father, inasmuch as he loves him.“ 

While it would be a mistake to regard this text as an exact statement of 

what Shabako achieved, its very existence argues in favour of some 

degree of verisimilitude. It represents a public announcement intended 

for wide circulation which would not have been believed if it had 

departed too far from the truth.*3 It is further of interest that the scarab 

was first reported in Syria, and finally purchased in Jerusalem,®'* which 

may indicate a dispersal of royal propaganda beyond Egypt’s 

boundaries. 

Evidence of Shabako’s conquest of Lower Egypt, and his apparent 

acceptance by the Delta rulers as their overlord, is provided by a small 

number of donation stelae from Delta sites dated by years of his reign: 

from Pharbaithos (Year 2), from Bubastis (Year 3), from Sais (Year 6).®® 

But the measure of his acceptance may not have been total. There is no 

strong evidence to show that he actively exercised his dominion in 

Lower Egypt; there is, on the contrary, good reason to believe, as has 

long been suggested,®® that the principalities of the Delta and their chiefs 

never wholly submitted to Nubian rule. For the time it was enough to 

acknowledge the overlordship of the Napatan kings, and tacitly accept 

their assumption of the significant title ‘King of Upper and Lower 

Egypt’, and their wearing of the double uraeus, indicating, possibly, their 

rule over Egypt and Nubia.®’ The division of rule in the Delta, of long 

standing, and well characterized (if only symbolically) as a rule of twelve 

(dodecarchy) by Herodotus (11.147), continued until the emergence of 

Psammetichus I, who established a single authority at the beginning of 

the Twenty-sixth Dynasty. Shabako’s conquest and unification was, 

therefore, more apparent than actual, and its lack of substance, as far as 

the Delta was concerned, was to have important consequences in foreign 

affairs — a matter to which a return will be made later. 

For Upper Egypt, from Memphis southwards, Shabako’s authority 

seems to have been exercised more directly, and indeed this king, unlike 

his brother Py, probably spent a great part of his reign in Egypt. At least, 

the evidence of new constructions in Thebes and elsewhere suggests an 

involvement in Egyptian affairs beyond the formal expression of a 

fanatical devotion to the god Amun. The buildings added to the great 

temple complexes at Thebes were not in themselves considerable,®® but 

The scarab is in the Royal Ontario Museum, no. 910.28.1; see f 181, 457ff; f 183, 2o6ff. 

63 Probably many copies were issued, as with the commemorative scarabs of Amenophis III, 

which possibly served as models for Shabako. 

6^ F 181, 457. 65 F 77, 379, 66 p 

67 F 86, 79 n.4; p 157, 65; F 141, 3jff takes the view that the urati represent Upper and Lower 

Egypt. 68 Listed and described in F 89. 
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they represented a marked change in the policy of the Napatan house 

towards Egypt. Elsewhere in Upper Egypt traces of Shabako’s interest 

and activity in connexion with the religious establishments of the land 

have been found at Abydos, Dendera, Esna, and Edfu.®® But the most 

notable monument of his endeavours to foster and rehabilitate the 

religious traditions of Egypt is the so-called Shabako Stone, a black 

basalt slab inscribed at Shabako’s order with the text of what was 

declared to be a very ancient dramatic composition concerned with the 

Memphite theological system of which Ptah was the centre (Pis. Vol., pi. 

187).™ Preserved, as it was said, only in a worm-eaten copy, it was 

transferred to the stone for preservation. Unfortunately the success of 

Shabako’s solicitude has not wholly been realized; the subsequent use of 

the stone as a nether millstone resulted in the loss of much of the text. 

Shabako’s sympathy towards the religious estabhshment at Memphis, 

including the cult of the Apis bull, should not, however, be over¬ 

emphasized,^' and it would be wrong to deduce from such tenuous 

evidence that he made Memphis his capital for a part of his reign. 

would undoubtedly have used Memphis as his base if ever he travelled 

north, but there is no reason to believe that he spent long periods of time 

there. 

A statue in the British Museum establishes that Shabako ruled at least 

into his fifteenth year,’3 about 702 b.c., and he was buried, like his 

brother Py, at El-Kurru.^^ The paucity of evidence for royal activities 

during his reign is even greater for Nubia than for Egypt. Apart from his 

pyramid, the only building erected for him in Nubia seems to have been a 

shrine or small temple at Kawa,^5 a few miles to the south of New 

Dongola between the Third and Fourth Cataracts, the site of important 

pharaonic foundations of the late Eighteenth Dynasty, and subsequently 

specially chosen for extensive buildings by Shabako’s nephew and 

second successor, Taharqa. But in spite of this slender evidence there is 

no reason to beheve that Shabako thought of himself as more an Egypt¬ 

ian ruler than a Napatan king. Unlike Py, however, he probably found it 

more politic to maintain his residence in Thebes, and this alone would 

account for his building activities in the Theban area and elsewhere in 

Upper Egypt. It was also probably during his reign that the new 

development of cults and the priesthood in the great sanctuaries of 

Thebes (very evident from the study of Twenty-fifth Dynasty private 

votive inscriptions)^* took place. The office of High Priest of Amun 

F77.381. 

™ BM 498; see a 44,4S, for translation and bibliography. For a different view of the antiquity of 

this text, see f 67, 1951!; cf. p 9; in, 5, who now also considers the text a pseudepigraph. 

For a judicious assessment, see f 170, 76. 

’2 F 44, J45. For Shabako’s works at Memphis, see f 77, and edn, 584. 

75 BM 24429; sec F 84, Ijff. 74 p 75 p ,04 76 p 84^ ,o3ff. 
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which for unknown reasons seems to have been in abeyance for many 

years, was almost certainly revived by Shabako. The first recorded 

holder of this highest priestly position after the lapse was Horemakhet, 

Shabako’s eldest son. Although it is not known when he was appointed, 

it is a fair assumption that it was while his father was still alive. The 

position of High Priest no longer carried with it the political power 

which had so notably been acquired by the incumbents of the office in the 

Late New Kingdom.This power had passed into the hands of the 

God’s Wife of Amun, who throughout Shabako’s reign was his sister 

Amenirdis; and she was possibly supported politically by the mayor of 

Thebes, and Fourth Prophet of Amun,’® a dignitary with a conjunction 

of secular and religious power which made him especially influential in 

the Theban state, where the pre-eminence of the cult and temples of 

Amun was at this time undisputed. There is no direct evidence to suggest 

who held these offices during Shabako’s reign, but it may have been the 

same Kelbasken who was probably installed by Py.’® If the situation in 

Thebes was truly as suggested here, then Shabako’s rule was well 

supported as far as southern Upper Egypt was concerned. When he died 

in about 702 and was succeeded by his nephew, Shebitku, he passed on at 

Thebes an established and experienced administration, which should 

have resulted in the further strengthening of Nubian power throughout 

Egypt. The expectation, however, was thwarted by external events, and 

the imprudence of his successor. 

The trouble lay on Egypt’s north-eastern frontier, where danger was 

threatened by the campaigns of Sargon II of Assyria in Palestine and 

Syria. In 720 Osorkon IV had foolishly gone to the aid of Hanun of 

Gaza,®o and his forces had suffered in the subsequent battle with Sargon’s 

army. At that time Sargon apparently had no wish to press home his 

advantage in Egypt itself, and his evident power no doubt made a 

significant impression on the various rulers in Egypt, whether Delta 

princes or Nubian kings, the rulers, ostensibly, of the whole land. 

Shabako, it would seem, maintained a prudent caution in respect of his 

Asiatic neighbours and, far from engaging in punitive adventures 

beyond his north-eastern frontier, chose, when put to the test, to adopt a 

more than conciliatory line. In 712, when Sargon’s forces ousted Yamani 

from Ashdod after he had raised the banner of revolt against the 

Assyrians, Shabako refused to give him asylum in his flight, and turned 

him over to the Assyrians.®^ This seemingly treacherous act was, in the 

circumstances, undoubtedly a shrewd practical move, which may have 

” P 77. '97- 

On the position of the vizir during the Twenty-fifth Dynasty, see f 14, 105. 

See above, p. 687. “ CAH 576f. Sec also above, p. 89. 

For sources, see f 15 4,9 5 ff. For a clearer statement of the order of events, see f 77, 5 80; also 2nd 

edn, 5 5 2. Shabako is not named directly in cuneiform records. 
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led to regular and friendly diplomatic exhanges between Assyria and 

Egypt. At least two seal-impressions bearing figures of Shabako smiting 

an enemy have been found at Nineveh; it would be a mistake to draw too 

strong a conclusion from these small objects, but it would equally be 

wrong to ignore them as being random finds of small significance. The 

impressions indicate a seal of some grandeur, which would not have 

been applied to insignificant documents. 

Neutrality did not, apparently, commend itself to Shabako’s succes¬ 

sor, although it would probably be unjust to ascribe the provocative 

actions he took early in his reign to simple ambition or to foolhardiness. 

As ever, the springs of action remain unknown, but neutrality was 

undoubtedly a position difficult to sustain for very long in the circum¬ 

stances which generally obtained in the Near East at this time. It may also 

be suggested that when Shebitku succeeded Shabako in about 702 he had 

only recently come to Egypt from Napata, and was to a great extent a tiro 

in Egyptian politics, and unacquainted with the possible dangers of an 

active foreign policy in Asia.83 At about this time the petty princes of 

Palestine developed a counter-move against Assyrian rule, and engaged 

the interest of the Nubian ruler of Egypt, presumably Shebitku. No 

adequate reason for his readiness to support the planned revolt can be 

advanced from the evidence at present available, but it is known that, 

surely in the expectation of serious military involvement in Asia, he 

brought up from Nubia an army and his brothers, among whom was the 

future king Taharqa, then aged twenty.*'* Taharqa states explicitly that 

he journeyed to Lower Egypt with Shebitku, but he makes no mention 

of a campaign, presumably because the outcome was not particularly 

creditable. 

Assyrian and Biblical sources provide all that is known of the 

Egyptian participation in the abortive campaign of 701, in which 

Sennacherib forcefully confirmed Assyrian supremacy in Palestine. 

Eltekeh the confederacy forces, which included Egyptians and 

Nubians,®* were defeated by Sennacherib’s army, and from both the 

Biblical and the Assyrian sources it may be deduced that the support 

F 57, nos. 2775, 2776. Shabako is shown wearing the Lower Egyptian crown, f 185, 237f, 

reactivates an old suggestion of Olmstcad that the impressions might have been from documents 

sent to Sennacherib in 701 b.c. and not to Sargon in 712 b.c. f 77» 2nd edn, 584, considers this idea 

‘theoretical and uncertain*. Shabako was in any case probably already dead by 701 b.c.: see f 77, 

5S4ff- 
The question of a co-regency between Shabako and Shebitku remains unresolved; contra^ see f 

92, 24if;^ro,on the basis of chronological minutiae, p 154,98; p 123, i89f; F 185,22ifF; f 77, 2nd edn, 

5 5 jff, finds the idea of a co-regency seductive, but is not fully convinced. 

^ Kawa stelae iv, 7-9; v, 15, 14, 17; see f 1041, 15, 28. For Taharqa's age at the time, sec f 185, 

222f. por details of the whole Assyrian campaign, sec above, chapter 23. 

F 162, 36, has two Egyptian forces, one of the Delta princes and one led by Shebitku. The 

evidence is slight, but his conclusion is more than reasonable; see p 18 5, 2 2 5 ff. See above, pp. 11 o and 
360. 
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from Egypt did not contribute much to the opposition to the Assyrians. 

Part of the message delivered to the beleaguered Hezekiah in Jerusalem 

from Sennacherib included the scornful ‘Egypt is a splintered cane that 

will run into a man’s hand and pierce it if he leans on it. That is what 

Pharaoh king of Egypt proves to all who rely on him.’®^ The Assyrian 

record claims that Egyptian and Nubian charioteers were captured in the 

battle,®® but it is unlikely that the force under Taharqa’s command was 

actually involved in this engagement.®^ In the aftermath of the battle of 

Eltekeh the Egypto-Nubian army prepared once more to engage the 

Assyrians, but neither the Biblical nor the Assyrian sources confirm that 

any action took place. Some time subsequently a disaster struck the 

Assyrian army and obliged Sennacherib to withdraw to Nineveh.^o In 

the meanwhile, Taharqa had presumably led his own force back to 

Egypt, possibly never having been engaged, and scarcely in triumph. 

The military adventure as a whole may not have been particularly 

disastrous to Egypt in the short term, but it held promise of dire 

consequences for the future. The sensible neutrality maintained by 

Shabako had been forfeited. 

For the time being Egypt was spared retaliatory action from the 

Assyrians, but an almost complete lack of evidence from Egyptian 

sources renders it impossible to determine whether Shebitku in the ten 

or so years remaining to him pursued a policy towards Assyria which 

continued the hostile attitude of his early reign, or endeavoured to return 

to the neutrality of his predecessor. It may also be wondered to what 

extent Taharqa, who had been brought north from Napata and put in 

charge of part, if not all, of the army sent against Sennacherib, 

determined the course of action in foreign affairs. As had so often been 

the case in Egypt’s relations with her Asiatic neighbours, the petty 

squabbles between minor states and city states in Palestine and Syria 

provided the opportunities for interference which were frequently 

attended by disastrous results. At this time, interference in the Near East, 

no matter how small and local, would lead inevitably to hostile 

involvement with Assyria. After his abortive, and possibly peripheral, 

participation in the Eltekeh campaign, Taharqa may well have urged 

caution and a period of non-involvement. It seems to have been in fact a 

time of peace vis-a-vis Asia which lasted well into Taharqa’s own reign. 

II Ki. 18: 21; Is. 36: 6 (New English Bible). 

A 44, 287f. 

^ F 77, 386, argues for the anachronistic mention of Taharqa in the Biblical record, f 186, 26, 

argues for two forces, the second under Taharqa avoiding the encounter at Eltekeh. f 162, 39, 

would eliminate Taharqa from the whole campaign, f x 85,222ff, supports Taharqa’s involvement in 

the campaign, but argues strongly against his presence at Eltekeh. See also f 79, 2 5 off. 

90 II Ki. 19:3 5-6; Is. 37:36—7. On the late tradition which would have had an abortive invasion of 

the Eastern Delta by Sennacherib, sec f 185, 254^ 
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Some evidence of peaceful conditions within Egypt itself throughout 

Shebitku’s reign may be provided by the remains of pubhc works, 

including modest temple buildings and decoration carried out in his 

name;’' but, in truth, there is very little that can be said of the reign. Even 

its length is in doubt, the one dated record (in Year 3) providing little 

substance for a reign now thought to have lasted about twelve years, 

until 690 b.c.’2 

IV. TAHARQA- THE BRIEF TRIUMPH AND DISASTER 

Devotion to the Nubian homeland, so evident in the behaviour of Py, 

was again strongly to be found in the actions of Taharqa, who in many 

ways was to show himself to be the outstanding monarch of the Napatan 

line. Lack of evidence prevents any reliable assessment to be made of the 

Nubian attitudes and policies of Shabako and Shebitku, but it would 

probably be wrong to maintain, on the basis of this lack of evidence, that 

these two kings neglected their southern domain. It has already been 

shown that there is equally scarcely any evidence of Shebitku’s activities 

in Egypt, and his twelve or so years cannot be thought of as a total void. 

Like his uncle Shabako, Shebitku was buried at El-Kurru,’^ and it could 

not seriously be thought that there was any significant slackening of the 

ties which bound the Egyptian monarchs of the Twenty-fifth Dynasty to 

Napata. The late tradition that Shebitku was assassinated by Taharqa, 

and the consequent deduction that Taharqa was not of royal blood, but 

a usurper,” can no longer be considered seriously. The texts of a series 

of five stelae dated to Taharqa’s reign, discovered at Kawa in Nubia, 

have helped to resolve some of the difficulties previously faced by 

historians of the period,” although the evidence these stelae provide has 

not always been used with sufficient care and understanding. In the first 

publication of the text Kawa IV, a co-regency between Shebitku and 

Taharqa of five or six years was proposed,” but this view has not been 

generally accepted by Egyptologists.” What may now be taken as the 

received view is that Shebitku summoned Taharqa and his other 

brothers north from Napata not long after he himself had become king, 

in about 702. Taharqa may then have been put in command of the whole, 

or part, of the army sent by Shebitku into Asia, a matter discussed in the 

preceding section; but thereafter he played no recorded part in Egyptian 

political life until he was crowned king in Memphis after Shebitku’s 

death.” In his Kawa inscriptions (IV. 8-9; V.14), Taharqa explains that 

For the Theban monuments, see f 89, 54off. 

^ For the chronology, see f 77, i54ff; also f 78, 64^. f 34, 67f. 

^ F 186, 30; F 104 I, 20. 95 Published in f 104 i. 96 p igf 

97 F 92, i7fF; F 77, i64ff; f 123, i9ofF. 98 p ,04 z$ (laser. V, 15). 
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he was preferred by Shebitku over his brothers, and, by whatever means 

the succession was determined (by election, collateral seniority, or 

simple choice),®^ he achieved it in about 690. 

In the best ancient tradition Taharqa was crowned in Memphis, a city 

which, in addition to its special position in the ceremonial of the 

coronation, seems to have had a particular attraction for the Nubian 

kings.As a seat of government it was of unparalleled convenience 

among the cities of Egypt, strategically sited at the apex of the Delta, and 

relatively easily accessible to the areas of potential trouble at this time - 

the Delta principalities, still possessed of vestiges of their former power, 

and the Asiatic frontier regions. In the latter Taharqa may have been 

taught a severe lesson in his earliest military expedition, but it may seem 

that the lesson was not sufficiently salutary in the light of what was to 

happen later in his reign. It has been suggested that the absence of direct 

evidence of active involvement by Taharqa in Asia may be wholly 

misleading, and that indirect evidence drawn particularly from the Kawa 

inscriptions supports a view that he did in fact prosecute a lively and 

provocative policy in Asia Minor during the first half of his reign, a 

period of about thirteen years.•“i The presentation of Asiatic timber, 

metals, and other products to the Kawa temple, and the sending there of 

Asiatic gardeners, may surely indicate no more than the continuance of 

commerce between Egypt and Asia. There were few times in Egypt’s 

long history when the trade routes were firmly closed. More significant 

may be a mention of the discontinuation of tribute from the land of Khor 

(Syria—Palestine) to the temple of Amon-Re in Karnak,'02 tribute which 

would have been the result of an active aggressive policy by Taharqa in 

the early years of his reign.A more cautious interpretation would see 

no more than a rather extravagant reference in a religious inscription to 

the products of Asiatic trade described hyperbolically as tribute.It 

may be said with some confidence that no Egyptian king could wholly 

ignore at this time what was happening in Asia, but the evidence at 

present available does not warrant the view that Asiatic products were 

acquired in any way other than by trade. 

Even if Taharqa had engaged in potentially dangerous adventures in 

Asia during his early years, his surviving records recount nothing 

explicitly of them.'^^ On the contrary, his energies were devoted, 

according to these same records, to the pious activities of temple¬ 

building and restoration, and other peaceable works. From the texts 

found at Kawa, it seems evident that as soon as he became king he was 

99 No single system fits the known facts, f i, i59f, touches the subject superficially. 

*00 F 87, esp. aSiff; see also F 111, 22iff. *o’ S0F162, zzff. 

102 p 26ff. *03 p 162, esp. 4iff. *0^ Suggested in f 171, 46. 

*05 Listed in f 162, 44ff. 
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able to fulfil vows which he had been obliged to hold in suspense, as it 

were, during the years of Shebitku’s reign. He recounts (Kawa IV.9ff) 

how he passed by Gempaten (Kawa) on his way to join Shebitku when 

he was a young man, and the memory of the sad state of the temple there 

remained with him, to be recalled vividly after he himself had become 

King of Upper and Lower Egypt. The visible evidence of the fulfilment 

of Taharqa’s vow rests in the restored temple of Tutankhamun, and in 

the great new temple he himself built at Kawa.'o* The lavish gifts with 

which he showered his foundation are listed in detail in the Kawa stelae. 

Presentations began in Year 2 (Kawa III), and continued until Year 10 

(Kawa VI), when the inauguration of the new temple took place on the 

Egyptian New Year’s Day (Kawa VII); it had taken four years to 

complete. The work at Kawa was carried out by gangs of workmen sent 

from Egypt, probably from the Memphite region where Taharqa 

maintained his court (Kawa IV. 21—2). Memphite influence is clearly to 

be seen not only in the representations carved on the walls of the temple, 

some of which reproduce scenes known on Old Kingdom royal 

monuments at Saqqara and Abusir, but also in architectural design and 

detail, which seem in some respects to be based on Old Kingdom 

Memphite originals.*0'^ In addition to sending to Kawa Asiatic gardeners 

to tend the vineyards specially planted for the temple, he further assigned 

to temple duties there the wives of Lower Egyptian chieftains (Kawa 

VI. 20), which may indicate successful action on Taharqa’s part against 

the Delta dynasts who had never fully succumbed to the Nubian 

overlords, the self-styled Kings of Upper and Lower Egypt of the 

Twenty-fifth Dynasty. 

The practical devotion shown to the domain of Amun at Kawa was 

but part of the fairly comprehensive programme of building and 

reconstruction undertaken by Taharqa in his Nubian homeland. He 

built, or added to, temples in the capital Napata,’'’® and he established a 

new foundation at Sanam, across the Nile from Napata.’®’ Traces of his 

work have been found at Old Merowe and Buhen, and there was a small 

shrine at Semna West.’*® Blocks from an unidentified building have been 

found at Sedeinga.”’ At Qasr Ibrim, the fortress site in Lower Nubia, 

where blocks bearing Taharqa’s name had been observed in secondary 

contexts since the place was first visited in modern times,”® excavation as 

recently as 1972 revealed the temple from which these blocks presuma¬ 

bly came.”® It is interesting to speculate on Taharqa’s reasons for estab¬ 

lishing a shrine in this lofty place at a time when it seems not to have heen 

106 F 133 VII, i8ofF. 

107 See F 104 II, 61, 63 (reliefs), io7f (architecture); also f 153, 24of. loe p 

109 p yii^ i98ff. 110 F 135 VII, 198, i56f, i49f. 

Ill F 91, 1113!?; see below, n.130. E.g. f 95 v, 129, 132. 

113 F 132, 229; F 131, i9f; F 4, 24f. 
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the site of a garrison, as it was so often to be in later, more troubled times. 

In spite of these abundant signs of official activity in Nubia during 

Taharqa’s reign, there is little in the records to show that he himself spent 

much time in his southern territories. Even the account of the inaugu¬ 

ration of the completed temple at Kawa makes no mention of the royal 

presence on that most auspicious occasion (Kawa VII). Memphis was his 

seat in Egypt, and some few traces of his sojourn there have been 

found.i*'* Their modest nature and quantity must be considered against 

the inadequate and random excavation of that city site, and the paucity of 

standing remains there. But they cannot fail to be compared, to their 

disadvantage, with the very considerable surviving buildings and 

monuments which were erected in Thebes during his reign, of which the 

most striking was the great colonnade in the first court of the great 

temple of Amon-Re at Karnak.”5 Extensive building works tend, in 

Egyptian history, to be associated with peaceful conditions, and the early 

years of Taharqa’s reign seem, from such evidence as is at present 

available, to have provided these conditions. The annus mirabilis was 

Year 6 (c. 685), when there was an exceptionally high inundation of the 

Nile. High Niles, like low Niles, tended to be associated with disaster, 

physical destruction in the case of the former, famine following the 

latter. The high Nile of Year 6, however, was accompanied by four 

‘events’ which together were taken as marvels: a splendid cultivation, 

the extermination of rats and snakes, the prevention of destruction by 

locusts, and the failure of the damaging south wind”^ — all granted by 

Amon-Re. In consequence there was such a harvest as had never been 

experienced before. 

Good works, pious buildings, and a just administration were the 

marks of Taharqa’s early years, as he himself wished them to be 

remembered. The peace and plenty which followed such a regime were 

the proper returns for outstanding devotion in the service of Amon-Re. 

Unfortunately, however, divine favour was not to be continued beyond 

a certain point, and it remains uncertain whether Taharqa in these early 

years had other irons in the political fire which in time burnt the hand 

that manipulated them. While there is no direct evidence of Egyptian 

involvement in Asiatic affairs, the subsequent enmity displayed by the 

Assyrian kings, directed particularly at Taharqa personally, suggests 

that something more than simple imperial purposes prompted the 

successive Assyrian invasions of Egypt. The Assyrian sources, from 

which most of the positive detail for the passage of events involving 

F 192, 28; Fill, 22lfF. 

*15 For the Theban buildings, see f 84; for blocks of Taharqa formerly thought to belong to 

Shoshenq I, near the barque sanctuary at Karnak, see F 17:, iff; F 77, and edn, 558, 586. 

‘1* F 104 V gives the most complete text. For this and the parallels from Coptos, Mata'na and 

Tanis, see f 104 i, 25!?. For the interpretation preferred here, see f 92, zzS. 
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Egypt in the international field are derived, yield a distinct picture of a far 

from united Kingdom of Upper and Lower Egypt. The unity of the 

land, a condition proclaimed in the official Egyptian records, was almost 

certainly less real than Taharqa would have had it thought to be. In the 

Delta, the principalities which had flourished with varying degrees of 

autonomy for the preceding century and a half remained not wholly 

assimilated within the realm of the Napatan pharaoh.''® His suzerainty 

was, it may be conjectured, tolerated, but in spite of his patent devotion 

to certain Egyptian deities, and generally to the religious and cultural 

traditions of the land, he was seen as a foreign overlord. He is so 

considered in the Assyrian records, and the emphasis there on his 

Nubian origin possibly reflects the attitude of potential (if presently 

powerless) Delta dynasts who, by diplomatic approaches to the Assyrian 

king, hoped to substitute for the objectionable overlordship of a Kushite 

ruler in Memphis the less objectionable control of an Assyrian king 

established far away in Nineveh. 

The possibilities of trouble from tbe disloyal Delta dynasts were, 

however, matched by the actual inter-state rivalries which characterized 

the politics of the Mediterranean lands of the Near East. Trouble among 

the latter was of more immediate concern to the Assyrians who, possibly 

rightly, saw Taharqa and his representatives as prime stirrers of the pot 

of dissidence. Esarhaddon, who had succeeded Sennacherib in 681 b.c., 

took up the problem of the Levant in his fourth year, seeing in the 

disturbances there the hand of Taharqa."® He levelled his attack at Sidon 

and its ruler Abdi-milkutti, capturing the city, and subsequently execut¬ 

ing its king. Both Egyptian and Assyrian records are silent about what 

may have been Esarhaddon’s first direct move against Egypt, reported in 

the Babylonian Chronicle. According to that record, in Esarhaddon’s 

seventh year the Assyrian army was defeated severely in Egypt.'2° 

Subsequently, in his tenth year (671) the Assyrian invasion was alto¬ 

gether more successful. Of this campaign the Assyrian records contain 

substantial information. In a hghtning advance from Palestine, Esarhad¬ 

don inflicted a series of defeats on the Egyptian forces, and took and 

sacked Memphis.'2' It was claimed that among the prisoners taken were 

members of Taharqa’s family, including his heir, named Ushanahuru, 

who may have been the Kushite depicted on the stela set up after the 

campaign by Esarhaddon at Zincirli in Syria.'^2 The text of this stela 

further records that all Kushites were taken captive to Assyria, and that 

throughout Egypt Taharqa’s officials and administrators were replaced 

with others, presumably native Egyptians well-inclined towards the 

Assyrians. In this reorganization of the local bureaucracies it may be 

A 44, 289!!; also F 156, 295(1. F 184, 136(1. "’425,126, '”425,84. 

A 44, 85, 127. See above, pp. 42, 124, 126, 375. f 156, 303!; f 90, i6. 
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possible to detect the use by Esarhaddon of the long-standing lack of 

national cohesion already considered as a likely element in the political 

struggle between Egypt (more particularly, its Napatan regime) and 

Assyria. 

It is unlikely that Esarhaddon’s force penetrated far to the south of 

Memphis after this campaign of 671. Taharqa presumably withdrew to 

Thebes, if not to Napata, but soon began to stir up trouble again, if such 

may be taken to have been the cause of a further excursion into Egypt by 

Esarhaddon two years later. On this occasion, however, a halt was 

imposed on the Assyrian force by the unexpectedly sudden death of its 

king.'23 pje ^as succeeded by Ashurbanipal.'^'t Taking advantage of this 

change of ruler, and seemingly misjudging the probable outcome of a 

counter-strike, Taharqa reasserted his authority over the local princes of 

Lower Egypt, and reoccupied Memphis. Ashurbanipal reacted with 

vigorous promptitude, and in 667/6 led a second successful invasion of 

Egypt. Again, as the Assyrian sources record, Taharqa’s army was 

soundly defeated, he deserted Memphis, fled to Thebes, and as this city 

also was perhaps subsequently taken by Ashurbanipal, Taharqa presu¬ 

mably retired south to Napata.'25 The Assyrian king once more 

established the local rulers who, he claimed, had been installed by 

Esarhaddon and lately dismissed from their positions by Taharqa. He 

then withdrew to Nineveh with many prisoners and substantial booty. 

The list of local rulers included in the Assyrian record contains,'26 

among others, Necho, described as king of Memphis and Sais, many 

princes and governors of Delta cities, and, among the few from Upper 

Egypt, Mentuemhat, prince of Thebes, whose career will be considered 

in the next section. If the Assyrian account is to be believed, the 

assumption then must be that the wholesale defection of local rulers 

from the cause of the Napatan king was prompted either by true 

dissatisfaction with the Napatan regime, or by the wish to avoid serious 

trouble through simple submission. In many cases it must be supposed 

that self-interest rather than loyalty determined the actions of the local 

rulers, and this same self-interest was soon shown again when these same 

local rulers plotted against their Assyrian overlord.'22 They undoubtedly 

found the rule imposed by Ashurbanipal far more restrictive than they 

had hoped, and they turned once more to Taharqa in whom they saw a 

less arrogant, and probably less interfering suzerain. To their great 

misfortune, however, the plot was discovered, many of the rulers were 

captured and sent to Nineveh, while brutal vengeance was taken on the 

inhabitants of certain Delta cities, including Sais, Mendes, and Pelusium. 

A 25, 86, 127, See above, pp. 124, 378. 

•2^ For an analysis of the Assyrian sources, see f 155, 5 i6ff. 

’25 A 44, 294. See above, pp. 143^4. See below, p. 704. 

’27 A 44, 294f; also f 15 5, 32of. 
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In the aftermath of this retributive action Ashurbanipal took a 

decision which was to have far-reaching effects both on Egypt and on the 

future of Assyrian power in Egypt. Of all the local rulers taken from the 

Delta cities, Necho of Sals alone was spared, and he, for reasons 

unspecified in the Assyrian records,*28 was further signally honoured by 

Ashurbanipal and returned to Sais as ruler. Necho’s son Psammetichus, 

named Nabashezibanni by the Assyrians, was similarly favoured and 

made prince of Athribis. By these inexplicable acts of favour,'^® 

Ashurbanipal in effect founded the Egyptian Twenty-sixth Dynasty, 

which in due course truly reunited the lands of Upper and Lower Egypt, 

putting an end to the pohtical disunity which had troubled the land for 

centuries, and provided the opportunities for foreign interference from 

the south and the east. As far as Taharqa himself was concerned, nothing 

further is recorded, and it is likely that he withdrew to Napata where he 

died in about 664 b.c. He was buried, unlike his immediate predecessors, 

at Nuri, about seven miles upstream from Gebel Barkal, and on the other 

side (east) of the Nile.'^o His reign, which had begun with great promise, 

and which had in its earlier years seen great achievements in Egypt and 

Nubia, sadly deteriorated in its last years, assailed from within Egypt by 

fickle, but essentially dissident. Delta princes, and from without % an 

enemy endowed with great determination, ambition, and a better 

organization. His legacy to his successor, his cousin Tantamani, was, at 

least as far as the Egyptian part of his realm was concerned, of very little 

worth. *3' In one sense, surely, his death marked the end of the Kushite 

adventure in pharaonic Egypt; although his successor, Tantamani, 

enjoyed ostensibly a rule of eight or nine years as pharaoh, and was 

recognized as such at Thebes, the first king of the Sai'te Twenty-sixth 

Dynasty, Psammetichus, dated his reign from the time of Taharqa’s 

demise. Thus Manetho, in the surviving epitomes, brings the Twenty- 

fifth Dynasty to an end with Taharqa’s death. 

In fact, Kushite rule in Egypt petered out somewhat ignominiously, 

although with one strong gesture which unfortunately prompted the 

most serious Assyrian incursion into Egypt. A great inscription set up by 

Tantamani at Gebel Barkal tells of a dream experienced by Tantamani, 

and of the events which brought the dream to fulfilment.On his 

succession he travelled first to Napata, presumably to accept his Kushite 

A 44, 295. 

^29 F 155, considers it as the conscious acceptance by Ashurbanipal of the failure of the 

Assyrian attempt to control Egypt. 

F 5 j, 6ff. For the unlikely view that Taharqa was deposed by Tantamani and buried modestly 

at Sedeinga, see F 60,8; P91,11 i3f, shows that blocks from an unidentified building of Taharqa have 

been found in more than one pyramid tomb at Sedeinga. 

*31 For Tantamani as cousin and not nephew of Taharqa, sec f 83, 43ff. 

132 The ‘Dream Stela" (Cairo JE 48863); sec p 147, jvfF; translated in f 18 iv, 469ff. The text is 

newly collated in f 52, 3ff. 
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realm after Taharqa’s death.He then returned to Egypt, made festival 

especially at Elephantine and Thebes, and proceeded in triumph to 

Memphis where he fought a bloody battle to occupy the town. 

Subsequently he attempted to engage the forces of the Delta rulers, but 

they avoided combat, and chose rather to submit peacefully, accepting 

Tantamani’s overlordship. Such, briefly, is the account preserved in the 

‘Dream Stela’. A somewhat different version is found in Assyrian 

records.'^ After succeeding Taharqa, Tantamani (called Urdamane) is 

said to have established himself in Thebes and Heliopolis, and invested 

Memphis (held, according to the chronicles, by Assyrians and their 

Egyptian allies, although Assyrians are not mentioned in the Dream 

Stela). News of the fall of Memphis reached Ashurbanipal in Nineveh, 

and he set out to recover his Egyptian dependency. Tantamani fled first 

to Thebes, leaving Memphis to the Assyrian king, and then from Thebes 

to Kipkipi (somewhere in Nubia, presumably). Thebes fell to Ashurba¬ 

nipal, was sacked, and great booty removed from there to Nineveh. 

This decisive blow, although not followed by the imposition of a 

military administration, put an end to Tantamani’s rule in Egypt. It 

seems he never again left Nubia, yet his sovereignty remained formally 

acknowledged in Thebes, and inscriptions dated to his third year, and as 

late as his eighth year (656) are reported from that city.'^5 xhe continuity 

of civil rule under local and provincial officials secured the stability 

which seems to have prevailed in Upper Egypt throughout this difficult 

period; to recognize one ruler as legitimate King of Upper and Lower 

Egypt in preference to another was scarcely more than a formality, 

representing the need to place a label for dating on the performance or 

record of some act which required to be fixed in temporal, if not political, 

terms. The reality of the situation will be examined in the next section. It 

was a reality in which the Kushite king had no part; he was now a Nubian 

king alone, and he and his successors were to find it expedient to confine 

themselves principally to this role for the future. He survived only until 

about 65 5, and was buried in a tomb with pyramidal superstructure at El- 

Kurru, returning, as it were, to the cemetery used by all his royal 

predecessors before Taharqa. 

Nubia did not wholly cease to be a region of significance to the 

succeeding kings of the Saite Dynasty; but the attentions devoted to the 

southern country were determined by events on the sensitive Asiatic 

frontier, and the policies of Assyria and, subsequently, Babylon. Apart 

from the major expedition of Psammetichus II, the few indications of 

hostility between Egypt and Nubia may be thought residual to the 

The belief that there was a short co-regency is no longer generally held; see f 77, 173; f i z3, 

i93fF, 236. A 44, 295, 297. See above, pp. 379-80. p i4of, 187. 

F 34, 6off; F 45, 67!?. 
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Kushite intervention in Egypt, and the inimical attitude of the Delta 

rulers, of whom Psammetichus I was the natural heir and successord^’ 

V. THE THEBAN PRINCIPALITY 

The strange phenomenon of the recognition, at Thebes at least, of the 

kingship of Tantamani many years after he had effectively renounced the 

throne of Egypt and withdrawn to Napata, draws attention to the 

insubstantiality of that kingship, and to the fact that civil administration 

(and probably political initiative) depended very little on the presence of 

the Kushite king in what was his Egyptian capital. Equally, it provokes 

consideration of the position of the king in the administration and life of 

Egypt generally throughout the Twenty-fifth Dynasty. The indications, 

extracted from a reading of the surviving royal inscriptions of the 

dynasty, do not support a view that the Kushite kings sought much more 

than to rehabilitate and foster the divine realm of Amun, and, secondar¬ 

ily, the cults of the other principal state gods, and to secure their formal 

hegemony over all Egypt. Their adventures in foreign affairs, almost 

invariably disastrous, were, it seems, not prompted by any consistent 

policy, but by misguided interest in the machinations of Palestinian and 

Syrian states, compounded with a misjudgement of the competence of 

their armies in opposition to the well-organized might of Assyria. In 

political matters the Nubians behaved with extraordinary naivety, 

failing wholly, it would seem, to grasp the reality of the exercise of power 

within Egypt. The title King of Upper and Lower Egypt, which 

represented so potently the overall dominion of the pharaoh throughout 

Egypt, was accepted as a supreme dignity, but its political implications 

were ignored. The unity of the north with the south in the understanding 

of the Egyptian monarchy since the First Dynasty meant the physical 

control of the whole of Egypt; it was not simply titular. This fact seems 

never to have been appreciated by the Nubians, and their acceptance 

from time to time of the submission and formal loyalty of the Delta rulers 

reveals how little they were able to justify, in the terms of long- 

established practice, their assumption of the supreme pharaonic designa¬ 

tion. It is perhaps not unlikely that they were never in a sufficiently 

strong position to impose a true unity on the whole of Egypt. They 

could not have done so without radically changing the administration of 

the states of Lower Egypt. 

As far as it can be determined from surviving records, including the 

highly inaccurate (but yet significantly informative) historical memoir 

included in Herodotus’ account of Egypt,'^? the practicality of political 

life within the Delta states during the Twenty-fifth Dynasty was little 

See below. Section IX. p 77, 395. Particularly ii, 147; f 103, 119. 
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different from what had obtained in the preceding two centuries. An 

acceptance of the Kushite hegemony seems mostly to have meant very 

httle in practical terms, and the entrenched positions of the local princes 

or chiefs were generally as much respected by the Assyrian king as by his 

pharaonic counterpart. What they had renounced, in some cases at least, 

was the use of royal designations; what they accepted was a hegemony 

involving a modest lip-service towards the Kushite king, made evident 

in the use of his name and regnal year for dating purposes. He was a 

superior power to whom appeal and submission could be made when the 

plotting against Assyria went wrong; but his overlordship could equally 

be rejected when the invading Assyrian forces showed how ineffective 

that overlordship was. 

In 667/6, when Ashurbanipal first invaded Egypt, he reinstalled 

throughout Egypt, as his record claims, the local rulers who had 

previously been appointed by Esarhaddon, and subsequently dismissed 

by Taharqa. Whether or no these rulers had been appointed, dismissed, 

and reappointed may be doubted, but the list of their names and seats of 

power is of exceptional interest. *‘*0 It illustrates, in the first place, how the 

old Delta divisions had survived in the exercise of practical politics. First 

to be named was Necho of Memphis and Sais (the old Principality of the 

West), then nineteen others, including rulers of the four one-time great 

chieftainships of the Ma, Pekrur of Pi-Sopd (Saft el-Hina), Harsiese of 

Sebennytos, Buaimi of Mendes, and Shoshenq of Busiris. Other Delta 

chiefs of important cities were Bakennifi of Athribis, Nahki of Heracleo- 

polis, and Petubastis of Tanis. The list ends with four Upper Egyptian 

rulers, Djedhor of Siut, Nimlot of Hermopolis, Nespamedu of Thinis 

and Mentuemhat of Thebes; from which it can clearly be deduced that 

for the Assyrians Upper Egypt, like the Delta, consisted of a series of 

small autonomous states, owing some allegiance to the Kushite king, but 

easily turned from this allegiance to an acceptance of Assyrian suzerainty 

without noticeable opposition. Here again the divisions of Upper Egypt 

show to some extent the same situation which faced Py when he led his 

conquering army to Memphis in 728. The one city with its ruler which 

might have been expected in the Assyrian list, in addition to those 

enumerated, was Upper Egyptian Heracleopolis. At the time of Ashur- 

banipal’s campaign, the local ‘ruler’ was Pediese,''*' whose son, Somtu- 

tefnakht, was to become an important ally of the Saite house in Middle 

Egypt. Pediese’s absence from the list can scarcely be explained except as 

an oversight, for his history, in so far as it is known, suggests no other 

reason which might have qualified him for omission. 

Of all the rulers named in this Assyrian list, the most notable was 

undoubtedly Mentuemhat, Prince of Thebes. Much is known about him 

A 44, 294; F 186, 52ff; F tSo, 2I2ff. F 77, 254!?. 
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and also about the other contemporary great dignitaries of the southern 

capital — not enough, perhaps, to allow a substantial and detailed account 

of the administration and the processes of government at Thebes to be 

constructed for this time, but sufficient to indicate how one local 

administration operated under the Kushite kings. Thebes was the seat of 

the southern vizir, and the heart of the priestly state of Amun, the 

domain of the God’s Wife of Amun, supported by her influential steward 

and the priesthood of Amun, at the head of which was the First Prophet, 

or High Priest, of the god.''’^ And yet, the person who undoubtedly 

controlled the city in the later years of Taharqa’s reign, and continued to 

do so well into the reign of Psammetichus I, the first king of the Twenty- 

sixth Dynasty, was Mentuemhat, who bore as his principal titles ‘Fourth 

Prophet of Amun’ and ‘Prince (more precisely, mayor) of the City (i.e. 

Thebes)’.He belonged to a family whose members had occupied high 

offices in Thebes for many generations: his great-grandfather and 

grandfather had been southern vizirs before and after Py’s invasion, and 

two uncles had subsequently held the same office before it passed to 

another family (that of Nespekashuty).*'*^ His own father, Nesiptah, had 

been mayor of Thebes in the reign of Shebitku, if not earlier, and had 

been succeeded by a nephew, Raemmaakheru, before Mentuemhat 

assumed the succession. *‘'5 From the earliest times Egyptian bureau¬ 

cracy, whether in the central administration or in the provincial cities, 

had demonstrated dynastic tendencies. Succession of office from father 

to son was at all times common, and had equally at all times to be regarded 

with caution by the king. During the Twelfth Dynasty Sesostris III 

found himself obliged to strip the nomarchs (provincial governors) of 

their powers, which were to a great extent based on feudal practices.In 

Egypt during the period following the Twentieth Dynasty, the lack of 

strong central control had resulted in the acquisition of extraordinary 

power by local famihes throughout Egypt, and fragmentation of 

political control in the Delta well illustrates how disastrous to the 

country as a whole such a reversion to feudalism could be. 

In Thebes the process is strongly evident. Rehgious and civil power 

lay in the hands of a very few families, whose members and their inter¬ 

connexions are well documented.*'*'^ But Thebes, because of its metropo¬ 

litan status, developed a particular and uncharacteristic local administ¬ 

ration, which rendered it exceptional among the ‘principahties’ making 

up the notional kingdom of Upper and Lower Egypt, especially during 

the Twenty-fifth Dynasty. Because Thebes contained the mighty cult 

On the administrative officials of the God’s Wife, see f 50 generally. 

F 85; F 77, 25of; F 14, i04ff; f 173, 172. f 114, 71!?. 

F 85, 262fF; F 77, 231. i3.2, jojf. 

In general, see f 77, i95fF; f 14, loiff; f passim. 
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centre of Amon-Re, it attracted the primary attention of the Kushite 
kings, who demonstrated their attachment to the deity not only in 
building works but also by introducing Nubian princesses into the 
highest office serving the cult. The first evident act of intervention by the 
Kushites in Egyptian affairs was the adoption of Amenirdis, sister of Py, 
by Shepenupet, the God’s Wife of Amun. This priestly potentate seemed 
virtually to be the head of the Theban priestly state in the years leading 
up to the Nubian intervention.*^® Supported by the priesthood of Amun, 
the God’s Wife became possibly the principal agent of royal power in the 
Theban area during the dynasty in its early years, although there is little 
evidence to show in what way she exercised her power beyond the 
requirements of the cult. Nevertheless, with names written in car- 
touches, and with a position vis-a-vis the deity which is shown to be 
almost divine, the God’s Wife and her adopted daughter enjoyed a status 
of divine royalty which put them on an equal footing with the reigning 
monarch. This equality is seen clearly in the way in which they were 
shown in association with the monarch in temple representations.*'*® 

Amenirdis succeeded Shepenupet perhaps about 700 b.c., in the reign 
of Shebitku, and she took as her adopted daughter her niece, Shepenupet 
II, daughter of Py. When this Shepenupet became God’s Wife, perhaps 
not many years later, she acted with considerably greater independence 
than her predecessors, for example in the dedicating of monuments in 
the Theban area - just one indication of the growing power of the God’s 
Wife within an increasingly autonomous Theban state.*®** Shepenupet II 
adopted in turn a daughter of Taharqa, Amenirdis II, sometimes known 
as the Younger, and together they exercised their offices of God’s Wife 
and Adorer of the God at Thebes during the time when Mentuemhat 
held the position of mayor of the city. It was this strong and unusual 
combination, if not alliance, between the priestly and the civil powers 
which enabled Thebes to survive the troubles which beset the last 
Kushite kings, including the invasion of the Assyrians. It was also this 
combination into which Psammetichus I successfully inserted an 
influential wedge in 65 6, when he obtained the adoption of his daughter, 
Nitocris, by Amenirdis, even though Shepenupet II remained ahve in 
office as God’s Wife.*®* To this event a return will be made later. Here it 
needs only to be pointed out that this act of adoption properly indicates 
the power and influence of the God’s Wife and her associate in the 
politics of Upper Egypt at that time. The act of adoption in fact 
represented the annexation of the Theban state by Psammetichus. 

Where in this involved constitution did Mentuemhat’s function lie? It 

See F 142, generally. F 6i ii, 792, s.v, Gottesgemahlin; f 50 ii, loSff. 

For the best summary, f 61 ii, 799f; also f 89, 374!?. 

F 89, 56of. *51 p 
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is scarcely possible to be precise in determining his role, or in establish¬ 

ing his political relationship with the God’s Wife on the one hand, and 

with the vizir on the other. It is often suggested that Mentuemhat 

developed his office of mayor of the city into a position of virtual 

monarchy, although he never attempted to usurp the outward signs of 

royalty by putting his name in a cartouche, for example. The actuality of 

his power is clearly demonstrated by inscriptions in a room in the temple 

of Mut at Thebes, which is commonly called the Crypt of Taharqa.'^z 
Mentuemhat is shown in a scene with Taharqa, and with his father and 

son, both named Nesiptah. This scene establishes the somewhat subser¬ 

vient position of the mayor of Thebes, as following behind his monarch; 

but the inscriptions, which recount Mentuemhat’s many works and 

benefactions for the temples and sacred buildings in his domain, show 

him in a role commonly occupied by the pharaoh himself. His power was 

exercised mostly m the Theban area, but extended, nominally at least, far 

to the south and the north. T was mayor of Thebes; all Upper Egypt was 

under my control, the southern boundary being at Elephantine, and the 

northern at Hermopolis,’ he claimed in an inscription on a fine seated 

statue of himself.*^^ It is not quite a royal claim, but it suggests the 

exercise of that kind of autonomy practised by provincial nobles in 

Egypt whenever the central control of the royal residence weakened or 

failed. Mentuemhat in effect ran affairs at Thebes, and it was in this 

respect that he was regarded by Ashurbanipal as king of Thebes. 

What happened at Thebes during the Assyrian invasion is unrecorded 

on the Egyptian side. The Assyrian annals give some account of the 

booty carried back to Nineveh, including two obelisks, possibly of 

electrum, or electrum-plated,'^'* but do not record any physical destruc¬ 

tion in Thebes. It is unlikely that the Assyrian army would have taken the 

city without inflicting damage on buildings, but it is possible that, by 

some accommodation with the leaders of the invading army, Mentuem¬ 

hat saved Thebes from the worst excesses of violent occupation. The 

truth remains unknown, but it is known from the Assyrian side that 

Ashurbanipal considered Mentuemhat as the ruler of Thebes, even an 

appointee of Esarhaddon; and from the Egyptian side that Mentuemhat 

remained securely in office after the Assyrian withdrawal, and up to at 

least Year 14 of Psammetichus I. Politically he seems to have steered a 

very successful course through some particularly nasty waters, and in 

doing so preserved to a great extent the integrity of the Theban state, 

including the hierarchy of the priesthood of Amun.’^s 

'52 F 8j, i93ff. 

■55 Berlin 17271, see f 85, 58(1, pis. xii-xv; f 61 iv, 204, s.v. Monthemhet. 

'55 A 44, 295; on the obelisks, F }i, j8f. 

'55 F 175, generally. 
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Mentuemhat’s career, in spite of the lack of detailed evidence about it, 

can be seen as providing an outstanding example of how Egypt 

functioned administratively, and to a great extent politically, during the 

Kushite dynasty. Stability lay in the separate states; within the states the 

administration lay secure in the hands of high officials who exercised 

their offices by hereditary custom. These officials were mostly native 

Egyptians. Mentuemhat himself was at one time thought to have been 

Nubian, but this view is no longer generally held.’^s The Kushite kings 

clearly saw no need to interfere with established practice, even at Thebes. 

Here what truly mattered to them was the temple and cult of Amun; by 

contriving the succession of Nubian princesses to the office of God’s 

Wife of Amun they secured control in religious matters. They streng¬ 

thened this control further by the appointment of Nubians to the high 

priesthood of Amun; from Taharqa’s reign to the end of the dynasty (and 

later), the First Prophet was Horemakhet, a son of Shabako, succeeded 

by his son, Horkhebi; while the office of Second Prophet was at the same 

time filled by Taharqa’s own son, Nesishutefnut.'^^ But, in spite of the 

undoubted strength of Nubian influence in the religious field, the 

exercise of civil power by Mentuemhat does not appear to have been 

noticeably pro-Nubian. The debacle which marked the end of Nubian 

power in Egypt seems to have left Thebes and its defacto ruler singularly 

unaffected. His power continued unabated well into the first reign of the 

Twenty-sixth Dynasty, and the condition of his many votive and 

funerary monuments suggests no deliberate posthumous programme of 

defacement and destruction. His vast tomb at Thebes (Pis. Vol., pi. 

183),*^® which must have been begun in Kushite times, was certainly 

completed in the reign of Psammetichus I, and there is no reason to 

believe that he was not buried in it. This was a tomb on a royal scale, 

especially grand even in the splendid tradition of the time, which may 

have been initiated by Harwa, major-domo of Amenirdis I. Not even the 

great vizirs of the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Dynasties had tombs on 

this scale. In Mentuemhat’s case his tomb truly expressed his status in the 

Theban principality. 

VI. THE RISE OF PSAMMETICHUS I 

An inscription recording the death of the Apis bull in Year 20 of 

Psammetichus I provides acceptable proof that this ruler from Sais dated 

his reign from the death of Taharqa, ignoring the subsequent reign of 

Tantamani.'^® He may have employed some of the traditional titles of 

F 85, z6o{. *57 p P gj^ 275. 

*5® See F 153 i2, i, jGf; f 85, On its form, see Eigner, Die Grabbauten^ 44if. 

*59 F 106, 146 (no. 192), pi. 52; F 125, 
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Egyptian royalty in the early years of his reign,but he seems not to 

have assumed the emotive and significant title ‘King of Upper and 

Lower Egypt’ until, perhaps, as late as his Year 9 when he secured the 

adoption of his daughter, Nitocris, by Amenirdis II, already the adopted 

daughter and nominated successor of Shepenupet II, as God’s Wife of 

Amun at Thebes. By this symboUc assertion of his supremacy in Thebes, 

Psammetichus registered the end of Nubian rule in Egypt, a rule which 

had been less than nominal since Tantamani’s withdrawal to Napata in 

the face of Ashurbanipal’s invasion and capture of Thebes in 664 b.c. 
The act of adoption is recorded on a great stela originally set up in 

Karnak.’*' It tells how Nitocris set off for Thebes accompanied by a large 

flotilla under the command of ‘the General and Chief of the Harbour’ 

Somtutefnakht, the local ruler of Upper Egyptian Heracleopolis. In this 

progress to Thebes he acted as ‘viceroy’ of Psammetichus, and his 

support was undoubtedly an important factor in the Saite ruler’s move 

against Thebes.*^2 Xhis support was, however, prompted by more than 

simple political interest; Somtutefnakht’s mother was a princess of the 

Saite ruling house,'®^ and he was therefore possibly a cousin of 

Psammetichus. 

The events and negotiations leading up to the dispatch of Nitocris are 

mostly lacking from the inscription but, in the preamble before the 

account of her journey, Psammetichus points out that he is not depriving 

either Shepenupet II or Amenirdis II of their inheritances, but only 

inserting Nitocris as the next in line. A great part of the text contains an 

enumeration of the endowments of land, and of food and drink, made on 

behalf of Nitocris by various benefactors. It is noteworthy that most of 

the donated land comes from Lower Egypt and the northern nomes of 

Upper Egypt, while most of the food endowments come from Delta 

temples and the great dignitaries of the Amun priesthood in Thebes.**"* 

This geographical distribution reveals the extent to which Psammeti¬ 

chus’ power remained unestablished in much of Upper Egypt at this 

time. There can be little doubt that by the adoption Psammetichus 

effectively took over southern Upper Egypt, and he did so with great 

moderation, seeking not to upset the rehgious feelings of the powerful 

priesthood of Amun, or to diminish (formally, at least) the local 

jurisdiction of the civil authority in the person of Mentuemhat.*** 

The year 656 may therefore be taken as the date when Egypt was once 

again reunited as a single realm under the rule of a king who fully 

understood that titles and good rehgious intentions were not enough to 

secure lasting loyalty and peace. It was the triumph of a man who had so 

nearly met with utter disaster earlier in his career, and who was the latest 

F 46, 66ff. F 25, 7lff. F 169, 284. '^3 F 77, 22)1, 402f. 

F 25, 79f. F 50 II, I II. 
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representative of a line whose final success depended as much on 

Assyrian patronage as on its own resources. The origins and ethnic 

identity of the Saite line remain matters of unresolved debate. According 

to Manetho,'^* the Twenty-sixth Dynasty found its beginning long 

before the accession of Psammetichus; four royal predecessors are 

named, the first of whom was Ammeris, described as ‘the Ethiopian’ 

(Nubian). If this detail is correct, it may well have been the case that 

Ammeris was a Nubian placed in control in Sais by Shabako after he had 

defeated Bocchoris in about 715 Of the next three ‘kings’, two remain 

difficult to identify: Manetho calls them Stephinates and Nechepsos, 

assigning them seven and six regnal years respectively. The Manetho- 

nian tradition does not indicate that these two were blood descendants of 

Ammeris, and it has been suggested that they represented a new line, 

possibly related to that of the ill-fated Bocchoris, established in Sais after 

Ammeris’ death.If this opinion is not capable of proof, neither is it 

possible to determine whether the re-establishment of the old line at Sais 

was due to Nubian action or to the direct (or indirect) influence of 

Assyria. And yet there remains a strong presumption that there was a 

Nubian connexion,*®^ even though the later policies and actions of the 

Saite contemporaries of Taharqa and Tantamani do not show any special 

sympathy for the Nubian rulers of Egypt. 

The obscurity which envelops Manetho’s Stephinates (possibly a 

tendering of Tefnakhte, but not to be identified with the well-known 

predecessor of Bocchoris) and Nechepsos (probably the Nekau-ba 

named on one small object)'™ lightens a little when Necho is reached. 

With him some solid historical ground can be trod, although the tenuous 

thread of his career is better charted from Assyrian than Egyptian 

sources. As ruler of the so-called Kingdom of the West with its capital at 

Sais, Necho is first mentioned in the Assyrian Chronicle when Ashurba- 

nipal confirms him in his rule of Sais and Memphis, a position to which 

he had been supposedly appointed by Esarhaddon in 671.'^' Subse¬ 

quently, taken captive to Nineveh, and spared with honour and 

generosity by Ashurbanipal, Necho was reinstalled in Sais, and his son, 

presumably Psammetichus, placed as ruler in Athribis.'™ As Psammeti¬ 

chus seems to have succeeded Necho in 664 b.c., it must follow that the 

latter died at that time, probably in the act of resisting the futile northern 

strike by Tantamani which marked the beginning of his reign.*™ It is not 

improbable that Necho, like Tefnakhte in the face of Py’s northern 

advance, found himself in the position of being the leader of northern 

*66 F 174, i69fF. *67 F77, 14J. *68 F 77, 145. See iii2.1, 574. 

*69 F II2, I9f; F 182, 564; F 55, 26. 

*70 F 77, 146. There is insuihcient evidence to allow any serious discussion on the length of the 

reigns of these early Saite rulers. 

*7* See above, p. 700. *72 See above, p. 701. *73 See above, p. 702. 
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opposition. But there is no evidence to show that he occupied any special 

position of authority over his fellow dodecarchs. That he is commonly 

referred to as Necho I is more a way of distinguishing him from his 

grandson Necho II, a fully accepted ruler of all Egypt, than a gesture of 

recognition of a kind of royalty in his case. It was left to his son 

Psammetichus to achieve, first a dominion over the other Delta rulers, 

and, eventually, the full pharaonic titles of an Egyptian king with his 

appropriate powers and authority. 

How Psammetichus achieved his supreme position in the Delta is a 

matter of considerable speculation. Satisfactory argument is not much 

helped by the stories told by Herodotus and other classical writers, 

although more than a substratum of true fact may be detected in much of 

what Herodotus, in particular, writes. After Necho’s death, it is not at all 

improbable that Psammetichus was obliged to flee to Assyria, to be 

installed later in his expected princedom of Sais by Ashurbanipal after 

the latter’s devastating invasion of Egypt in 664/3. Subsequently if 

Herodotus is to be believed (ri.151), Psammetichus secured a spurious 

primacy among his fellow dodecarchs by pouring a libation in the temple 

of Ptah at Memphis from his bronze helmet, thereby fulfilling an oracle 

which foretold that he who should pour a libation from a cup of bronze 

would become king of all Egypt. Sent in exile to the Delta marshes, he 

eventually secured his triumph over the other dodecarchs with the aid of 

Carian and Ionian pirates. It has very reasonably been suggested that, in 

this employment of foreigners by Psammetichus, may be seen the use of a 

force sent by Gyges, king of Lydia, to help the Saite prince in about 662 

B.c.,'^'* an act, perhaps, of defiant independence on the part of Gyges, but 

not one aimed directly at Assyria. The situation in the Delta when 

Psammetichus became prince of Sais was almost certainly very unsettled. 

He had probably retained the favour of the Assyrian king, while his 

fellow dodecarchs may (all or some) have lost the trust formerly placed in 

them by Ashurbanipal through their temporary defection to Tantamani 

in 664. Nevertheless, as a young ruler Psammetichus seems to have felt 

uncomfortable in his relationship with the other Delta rulers, and there is 

nothing to suggest that there was any kind of Assyrian occupying force 

in Egypt on which he could call if trouble occurred. In such uncertainty 

Psammetichus no doubt felt it necessary to look elsewhere for the means 

to support his regime, and would surely have welcomed a Lydian force. 

Neither Egyptian nor Assyrian sources indicate that Psammetichus 

was hostile towards Assyria. On the contrary, he had every reason to be 

grateful to Ashurbanipal, and probably enjoyed some form of favour¬ 

able relationship with Assyria.It was not therefore necessary for him 

to recruit foreign mercenaries to expel Assyrians from his domain;'^® but 

'’■* F 158, 154!?; F 161, 40zf; F 103, 133. U5 p ,j J2J. p , 176 p , jf 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



712 35- EGYPT; THE XXV AND XXVI DYNASTIES 

such strangers could be of use in helping him to further his plans to take 

over the whole of the Delta. In pursuing such a policy he clearly rejected 

the assistance of the Libyans, on the one hand, while at the same time he 

must have felt confident that his actions would not be seen as hostile by 

the Assyrians. The means by which Psammetichus succeeded in domi¬ 

nating the whole of the Delta can only be surmised. With the support of 

foreign mercenaries he was no doubt in a position to use force of arms, 

and it may be supposed that in the case of some of the independent 

principaUties force was used. But the threat of force may have been 

sufficient to persuade some of the dodecarchs to accept Psammetichus’ 

overlordship, and to renounce their grandiose titles and claims to 

independence. The fulfilment of his pohcy did not, however, come 

quickly, and it is unlikely that the last principality fell to him before his 

seventh or eighth year. Here was no whirlwind campaign, but a process 

of skilful, and probably relentless, pressure. 

With the Delta generally under his control,’™ Psammetichus was free 

to turn to Upper Egypt, where, in a sense, the writ of the Nubian house 

still ran. He had already a strong ally in the local ruler of Heracleopolis, 

first Pediese (up to Psammetichus’ fourth year), and Somtutefnakht 

thereafter.’'’^ This Heracleopolitan house had, in all probability, ties with 

the Sa'ite ruling house through marriage, and possibly also by territorial 

connexions with the Delta. It is not surprising, therefore, that Psammeti¬ 

chus should have used Somtutefnakht to conduct Nitocris to Thebes for 

her adoption by Amenirdis II in his Year 9. In so doing he behaved in a 

singularly diplomatic way. To have taken his daughter himself to Thebes 

would have been excessively provocative in the circumstances of the 

time. Recently established in the Delta, and making a claim for the 

Theban principality and all Upper Egypt, he chose not to arouse active 

opposition by a show of direct force in Thebes. By what steps he brought 

about the acceptance of the proposal for the adoption is unknown. There 

may have been long negotiations and even threats, for there could have 

been no doubt at Thebes that, by accepting Nitocris, the college of 

Amun and the civil authorities were also accepting Psammetichus as 

their new ruler. 

If the account given on the Adoption Stela can be trusted, Nitocris 

was welcomed in Thebes with enthusiasm. It may, however, be 

supposed that Mentuemhat and his fellow administrators at Thebes had 

no special reason to think that the overlordship of Psammetichus would 

be any more direct than that of the Nubian king (who had not been in 

Thebes for eight years or more), or that of the Assyrian king (who never 

settled in Egypt). If they were mistaken in thinking this way, they were 

Progress charted in F 77, 4oof. 

‘^8 The caution shown in f 15 8, 159 may be unwarranted. f 77, 402f. 
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in the event not to be too disturbed in the continuation of their local 

administration. Psammetichus had every intention of fulfilling the role 

of King of Upper and Lower Egypt, which he proclaimed himself to be 

in the text of the Adoption Stela, but he moved cautiously, it would 

seem, seeking to extend his control more by persuasion, and by 

refraining from making changes until suitable occasions presented 

themselves.'®® Thus Mentuemhat remained mayor of Thebes until he 

died, when he was succeeded by his son Nesiptah, who continued in 

office until almost Year 25. Again, in the new appointment of a major- 

domo for Nitocris, the chosen candidate. Aba, was not a northerner 

brought in specially to support the Salte princess.’®' 

Internal affairs engrossed the attention of Psammetichus in the first 

decade of his reign, and he was singularly fortunate in not having to face 

serious trouble from outside. The direction from which most trouble 

might have come was the east, but the potential threat of Assyria might 

not have been recognized in the Delta after the defeat and flight of 

Tantamani. The evidence provided by the earlier Egyptian campaigns 

from the time of Esarhaddon to that of Ashurbanipal suggests that the 

Assyrians first were hostile to the Nubian regime in Egypt, and secondly 

were content to allow local rulers to continue in power provided that 

they did not meddle in the politics of the Levant. What advantage 

Assyria gained from such a relationship was seemingly modest: peace on 

her western frontier; but in those troubled times peace in the west was 

not to be discounted. 

Likewise, there is only slender evidence to support the belief that there 

was an encounter between the forces of Psammetichus and those of 

Nubia, perhaps even at Memphis. The vague details of such an en¬ 

counter, preserved in Greek authors, are implausible and not sufficiently 

substantiated to carry much weight, and the tenuous Egyptian evidence 

does nothing to provide a solid basis for these later fictions.’®® Nubia 

must have been considered a source of possible armed attack, but in the 

absence of convincing evidence, skirmishing on the southern border of 

Egypt remains no more than a reasonable probability.'®® 

Herodotus reports that, after the Carian and Ionian mercenaries had 

completed the tasks for which Psammetichus had engaged them, he 

settled them in two ‘camps’ on the Pelusiac branch of the Nile north of 

Bubastis, where, it has been supposed, they could best watch the routes 

into Egypt from Asia.'®^ It is, however, possible that these ‘camps’ were 

so sited for reasons of internal security in a region recently annexed to the 

Saite dominion, and possibly still unsettled. What is noticeable is that 

F 69, generally; but see F 158, 139 with n.) 1. f 49, zoiff; f 50 ii, i lo. 

182 F 77, 40J; F ij8, 137. 

183 F 116, 29f, argues strongly in favour of a Nubian encounter; see also f 41, 476f; also below. 

Section IX. i8< E.g. f 97, 17; f 99, 137. 
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Psammetichus did not apparently feel that any great threat was posed by 

the Libyans, constant provokers of trouble in preceding periods. There 

is some evidence of skirmishing in the area between the Faiyum and the 

Mediterranean, but the crucial texts’®^ do not report hostilities of a 

sufficiently serious character to be described as a Libyan war.’®^ Year 11, 

in which one of these texts is dated, may have marked the end of any 

immediate trouble from Libyans, and it may also be taken as the date 

when Psammetichus could reasonably have considered his unification of 

Egypt to be complete, and the borders of his realm secure. 

VII. THE SAITE CONCERN WITH ASIA 

At the outset of its dominion over Egypt, the Saite dynasty was 

fortunate in being able to regard with some equanimity the power of 

Assyria in Western Asia. In a sense Necho I and Psammetichus I were 

puppet princes, owing their positions to the backing of Ashurbanipal, 

but the client character of Psammetichus’ relationship with the Assyrian 

king after the first few years of his reign seems never to have been more 

than nominal, and possibly even less than that. It has already been 

suggested that the supposed Assyrian presence in Egypt was negligible; 

it is by no means unlikely that in the course of Psammetichus’ reign 

Egypt became in the eyes of the Assyrians a support and buttress in the 

west, a potential ally in the expected trouble brewing to the east in 

Babylon. On the basis of Egyptian records, and in the absence of 

contrary evidence from Assyrian and Biblical sources, most of Psamme¬ 

tichus’ reign represented a time of peace vis-a-vis Asia. The sole records 

to the contrary are contained in two passages of Herodotus, one of which 

(ii. 15 7) states that the Egyptian king laid siege to Ashdod, the Philistine 

city, which fell after twenty-nine years. The other passage (1.105) tells 

how Psammetichus turned an invasion of Scythians away from Egypt by 

presenting them with gifts and entreaties. The lack of confirmatory 

evidence of any kind has generally led historians to throw doubt on both 

of these occurrences,*®'^ but there is some reason to believe that there was 

Egyptian activity in Asia, at least towards the end of Psammetichus’ 

reign.*®® 

In the Babylonian Chronicle for 616 b.c. there is mention of an 

Egyptian army allied with an Assyrian army in pursuit of the Babylonian 

king, Nabopolassar, as far as Gablini on the Euphrates.*®’ In this 

mention can be found the first positive evidence of the Egyptian 

involvement in Asiatic politics since the start of the Twenty-sixth 

F 47, 55f; F 12, j7fF. So f 158, 140. 

F 112, 30; F 75, 17; F 53, 576; for the contrary view, f 169, 338; f 163, 49ff. 

P159, 223;fio3, i46ff. a 23, 91. See above, p. 179. 
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Dynasty — an involvement on the side of Assyria which would in due 

course develop, at times promisingly, but ultimately, disastrously. It is 

easy to find in the actions of the successive Egyptian rulers a foolhardy 

attraction towards the complicated politics of their Asiatic neighbours, 

but it should be remembered that for one thousand years Asia had been 

the source of repeated danger for Egypt. The lesson, which had never 

been learned, was that small-scale intervention in the affairs of the small 

states of Palestine and Syria provided no long-term solution for the 

aggressive intentions of the powerful empires which lay further east. 

Egyptian activity in Asia Minor attracted hostile attention; it was no 

effective deterrent. During the Twenty-fifth Dynasty the threat was 

Assyria; during the Twenty-sixth Dynasty it became Babylonia. 

Although the evidence is so slight, it is difficult to avoid the 

conclusion that, towards the end of Psammetichus’ long reign of fifty- 

four years, a distinct change of policy led the Egyptian king to take 

vigorous action in Asia Minor in. alliance with the Assyrians. 1®° This 

active policy was continued by his successor, Necho II, who became 

king in 6io. The Babylonian Chronicle records that late in that year the 

Assyrian king, Ashur-uballit II, together with a supporting Egyptian 

army, abandoned Harran before the advance of Nabopolassar’s forces.’®’ 

No doubt the Egyptian army had been sent while Psammetichus I was 

still alive, but its ignominious withdrawal probably took place after the 

new king had assumed the double crown.”2 In the following year 

Harran was retaken, Ashur-uballit again receiving substantial Egyptian 

help;’®2 but neither Babylonian nor Egyptian records provide any 

information about the immediate sequel of this action. The presence of 

Egyptian forces in Asia may be explained on the grounds both of 

possible treaty obligations towards the Assyrians, and of the defence of a 

recently established Egyptian hold over Phoenicia and Lebanon, the 

only positive evidence for which is the doubtful siege and taking of 

Ashdod, mentioned above, and a reference on an Apis stela of Psammeti¬ 

chus’ fifty-second year to chieftains who pay taxes to Egypt, and who 

seem almost certainly to have been Levantine.’®^ 

Necho’s own appearance in the field at this time, unmentioned in the 

Babylonian record, is supported by the Biblical accounts’®^ of the 

attempt made by Josiah, king of Judah, to obstruct an Egyptian ad¬ 

vance to the Euphrates which may possibly have formed a prelude to the 

successful Harran campaign of 609.’®* The opposing armies met at 

'*> F 182, 374. 

A 2j, 95; see above, chapter 25, for the general movements in Asia at this time and, in 

particular, p. 182. F4i,474f. ‘’5 a 2j, 96. 

F 133, iii2.2, 797; see f 41, 477; f 159, 228!. 

'’s II Ki. 23: 29-30; II Chron. 35: 20-5; also Jos. Ant. ]ud. x.74-80. 

I’s For the date see f 182, 377!!. See above, pp. 182, 390. 
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Megiddo, the site of a famous victory by Necho’s illustrious predecessor, 

Tuthmosis III, in 1481 b.c. Josiah was killed, his army defeated, and his 

son and successor, Jehoahaz, replaced after a reign of three months only, 

by his own brother Jehoiakim. Necho is said to have secured this change, 

taking Jehoahaz captive to Egypt, and extracting a substantial tribute 

from Judah. Attention has been drawn to the relatively generous 

attitude of Necho towards Judah in comparison with the subsequent 

severe treatment meted out by the Babylonian king.’®^ Apart from the 

fact that the Egyptian king did not seek to establish an empire in the 

conventional sense in Asia Minor, he had far more to gain in his expected 

confrontation with Babylon by retaining an undestroyed state of Judah 

with a compliant king. For a few years, therefore, Necho may have been 

able to maintain a general, but loose, control over a large part of Asia 

Minor, extending from the Mediterranean as far eastwards as the 

Euphrates in the north at Carchemish, including Judah and possibly 

some of the former Assyrian tributary states lying between.At 

Carchemish in particular there are some traces of Egyptian occupation 

during Necho’s reign. 

While the nature and extent of Necho’s Asiatic empire are matters 

wholly of speculation, it is at least possible to discern good reason for the 

presence of an Egyptian army in Western Asia at this time. The sudden 

collapse of the Assyrian domination after 609 resulted in a serious void of 

power which threatened to be filled by the aggressive forces of 

Babylon.200 Egyptian arms had overcome a Babylonian force in 609; the 

opposition therefore could not have seemed invincible. Subsequent 

events were to some extent encouraging. In 606, to counter aggressive 

moves in the region of Carchemish, an Egyptian army laid siege to, and 

captured, the town of Kimuhu, south of Carchemish, with its Babylo¬ 

nian garrison, and later in the year the same, or another, Egyptian force 

left Carchemish, crossed the Euphrates, and defeated the Babylonian 

army at Quramati, forcing it to withdraw.201 These provocative acts 

stimulated the Babylonians into quick and decisive action. The Babylo¬ 

nian Chronicle describes, in its laconic manner, the campaign in which 

the crown prince, Nebuchadrezzar, destroyed the Egyptian army in 

comprehensive manner. Early in 605 he led his force north, crossed the 

Euphrates, and engaged the Egyptians who were encamped at Car¬ 

chemish. His victory was complete, and he followed it up by destroying a 

second Egyptian force at Hamath, to the south west of Carchemish.202 

The massive defeat of the Egyptian forces led to the rapid abandonment 

of Asia Minor by Necho, and to the occupation of the whole region by 

the Babylonians. It had dire effects on the history of Judah, and in 

F 159, zz6f. F 182, 582. F 155 vn, 598. 200 See above, chapter 25. 

20* A 25, 98. See above, pp. 230, 594. 202 ^ 25, 99. 
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consequence was suitably recorded as a catastrophe by Jeremiah (44: 2- 

8), and later described in vivid detail by Josephus. 

Whether or no Necho himself led his army in this disastrous 

campaign, its outcome surely convinced him of the futility of trying to 

maintain an Egyptian imperial presence in Asia. In the aftermath of 

Carchemish Egypt was spared an immediate attack on its eastern frontier 

by the death of Nabopolassar, which brought Nebuchadrezzar back to 

Babylon to claim his throne. The Babylonian king, however, cam¬ 

paigned regularly in Western Asia in the following years, and Necho 

wisely seems to have refrained from engaging in ill-considered interven¬ 

tions. A letter from the ruler of a Phoenician city requesting help against 

the Babylonians, and invoking some treaty between his city and Egypt, 

almost certainly belongs to this time.^*^ Necho in the meanwhile 

reserved his forces for the inevitable assault by Nebuchadrezzar, which 

came eventually in 601. The Babylonian record describes the encounter, 

presumably on Egypt’s eastern border (although no exact location is 

given):205 a bitter battle took place in which both sides inflicted heavy 

casualties on each other, and the Babylonians were obliged to withdraw 

to Babylon. To that extent, therefore, the encounter may be counted an 

Egyptian victory, for Necho had successfully preserved his kingdom 

from invasion with all its dread accompaniments. 

The domination of Western Asia by Nebuchadrezzar was now 

complete, and Necho probably pursued an interest in the region only 

through the development of his naval policy, which is discussed later. 

The only possible recorded action taken by him on land in Asia after 601 

would be the campaign recorded by Herodotus (11.159), in which he 

supposedly gained a victory at Magdolos and captured Kadytis (possibly 

Gaza), but there is at present no certainty about the location of the places 

mentioned, or of the time at which the events took place.There is no 

reference to such a campaign in the Babylonian Chronicle, but that 

reliable source does record in the following years the frequent campaigns 

by the Babylonian king. Thus was Necho discouraged from active land 

intervention, and his most reliable ally, Jehoiakim was, according to 

Josephus,20'^ disappointed that no Egyptian army was sent to encourage 

him to oppose Babylon. In consequence, the stand made by Jehoiakim 

received the expected chastisement from Nebuchadrezzar in the spring 

of 597. Jehoiakim himself avoided personal ignominy by dying just 

before the Babylonian assault, but his young son Jehoiachin was taken 

captive to Babylon and replaced by Zedekiah, Jehoiakim’s uncle.^os The 

203 Ant. ]ud. X.86. For all sources, see a 952, zjff. Sec above, pp. 182—5. 

204 F 182, 387f; F IJ9, 250, with useful bibliography. 205 a 25, 101. See above, pp. 252,398. 

206 F 182, 589f; see P 41, 475; F 105, Ant. Jud. x. %%-<). 

208 See above, chapter 30; a 932, 32ff. 
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caution which marked Necho’s policy towards Asia in the last years of 

his reign seems to have been accepted as reasonable and prudent by his 

son and successor, Psammetichus II, who succeeded in 594. His first 

concern in the field of foreign policy was Nubia, and the campaign of 

Year 3, described later in this chapter, formed the main preoccupation of 

this king during his short reign of six years. It is not impossible that some 

of the Semitic mercenaries who took part in the Nubian campaign, and 

who left their names in graffiti at Abu Simbel, had been specially sent to 

help Psammetichus II as a result of the conference held in Jerusalem by 

Zedekiah, perhaps just before the launching of the expedition.^09 The 

slender evidence certainly suggests that Judah retained some kind of 

treaty attachment to Egypt throughout the years when Asia Minor was 

dominated by Nebuchadrezzar. But when this domination weakened, 

the Egyptian king was not slow to encourage his Asiatic allies by making 

a peaceful expedition to Khor (generally, Syria-PalestineJ.^io The one 

record of this unusual event places it in Year 4 of Psammetichus II (591/ 

90);^” it must, therefore, have taken place either immediately after the 

end of the Nubian campaign or before its end, but when its outcome was 

no longer in doubt. 

Although Psammetichus’ progress through Syria-Palestine, as des¬ 

cribed in P. Rylands ix, was completely lacking in warlike demon¬ 

stration, its effect could only have been one of encouragement to the king 

of Judah and his associates, who had already displayed a readiness to 

revolt from Babylon. It may be supposed that it was Psammetichus’ own 

intention to turn against Babylon, but unfortunately for his Asiatic allies 

their trust in the ability of their Egyptian champion — now to be seen as 

the triumphant victor of Nubia - was wholly misplaced. Not long 

afterwards Psammetichus fell ill, and in 589 he died. Consequently 

Nebuchadrezzar, who no doubt had fully appreciated the significance of 

the renewed understanding between Judah and Egypt, was encouraged 

to make a move against Zedekiah. Even before Psammetichus’ death he 

laid siege to Jerusalem in the early months of 589, and, according to 

Biblical sources, an Egyptian force was sent to succour the garrison.It 

is thought that this force would have been sent by Apries, the successor 

of Psammetichus II, but no confirmation is to be found in Egyptian 

records. The Jewish account tells that Nebuchadrezzar intercepted the 

Egyptian force before it reached Jerusalem, inflicted a severe defeat on it, 

and drove the Egyptians from the whole of Syria.2*“' In no way, 

therefore, was Apries able to prevent the ultimate fall of Jerusalem in 

586. His only line of action, in maintaining an Asiatic policy, was to 

209 p 41^ 476; sec above, chapter 30. 210 p 4^ i8o*ff. 

2" F 51 II, 95f (Pap. IX, 14.16-15.9). 212 p 41 4^^-p j 235. 

2*3 Jer. 37: 5; sec yW. x.i 10. 214 p 41, 481. See above, p. 234. 
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operate by sea along the Levantine coast.^'^ The maritime strategy of the 

Egyptians throughout the greater part of the sixth century was based on 

their inability to achieve any kind of success in Asia by conventional land 

expeditions.It seems to have been an alternative strategy, whereas in 

earher times land and sea operations were conducted jointly, forming 

two parts of a single strategic plan.^'^ 

Unwilling, and very probably unable, to risk his forces in the field 

against the Babylonians, Apries nevertheless seems to have sustained a 

tenuous support for Judah, unappreciated though this support might 

have been by those Jews like Jeremiah and Ezekiel who could think no 

good of Egypt. After the fall of Jerusalem in 586, many Jews who had 

escaped deportation by Nebuchadrezzar to Babylon took refuge in 

Egypt,^*® adding their numbers to those who had earlier settled in that 

land with, apparently, the permission, if not encouragement, of the Saite 

rulers. According to later tradition, it was to secure the extradition of 

these Jews that Nebuchadrezzar invaded Egypt in 571, killing Apries 

and replacing him, presumably, with Amasis.^*’ Egyptian sources are 

silent on this invasion, which should not probably be identified with the 

encounter between Babylon and Egypt mentioned in a reliable, though 

incomplete, Babylonian text dating it to 5 68,220 Year 37 of Nebuchadrez¬ 

zar and Year 2 of Amasis (who had in fact succeeded Apries through a 

military coup in 5 70). With insufficient evidence available, it is imposs¬ 

ible to determine with any precision what happened between the two 

powers in these crucial years. It is unlikely that Nebuchadrezzar played a 

major part in the struggle which led to the fall of Apries, but it is not 

improbable that a tradition developed out of an incursion by Nebuchad¬ 

rezzar into Egypt in 571, of which neither Egyptian nor Babylonian 

records have preserved any mention. It would have occurred at the time 

of the conflict between Apries and Amasis, and might have had some 

influence on the outcome of that conflict. It has been suggested that 

Amasis may have led an Egyptian army into Asia soon after his 

accession, and it is the clash between this force and Nebuchadrezzar 

which is recorded in the Babylonian text mentioned above.22> If so, it 

seems to have been his sole adventure by land to the east. The sea was to 

provide the arena for his principal external operations, as the next section 

will make clear. 

Amasis spent the greater part of his reign of forty-four years involved 

with affairs at home, and in the eastern Mediterranean. But during this 

time there developed in the east a threat which became the common 

2*5 See below, p. 724, for Apries’ campaign against Tyre and Sidon. 216 p 112, 60. 

2*7 F 41,48 2, for earlier parallels. Apries may have followed this pattern at the outset of his reign, 

but after his repulse from Jerusalem he found it impossible to maintain. 

2*8 jer. 45: 6. 219 See f 159, 236f, for the sources and traditions; f 57, i5ff. 

220 A 952, 94; F 159, 236f. 221 F 159,243. 
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concern of Egypt and of Babylon, now less menacing after the death of 

Nebuchadrezzar in 5 62. Persia, under the vigorous Cyrus II {c. 5 5 8—5 29) 

rapidly overcame those powers which had dominated the politics of Asia 

for the past century or more.222 Media was the first victim, and it became 

apparent to the surviving states that some form of mutual support would 

be necessary to meet the Persian challenge. Amasis formed a treaty of 

alliance with Croesus, king of Lydia,^^^ and a similar treaty was formed 

between Lydia and Babylon. When Cyrus attacked, Croesus was 

disappointed in his expectations of help from his allies, and his kingdom 

quickly fell into Persian hands. Babylon was soon to follow, and Egypt’s 

turn was postponed probably only by Cyrus’ death. His son, Cambyses, 

delayed by internal problems within his empire, finally marched on 

Egypt in 525, only months after Psammetichus III had succeeded his 

father, Amasis.22‘* In his march Cambyses received vital advice from 

Phanes of Halicarnassus, a mercenary leader of the Egyptian army, who 

had, for unknown reasons, deserted the Egyptian cause. At Pelusium the 

two armies met, the Egyptian force being strongly augmented by Greek 

and Carian mercenaries. The battle was fierce and bloody, the Persians 

won the day, and the Egyptians withdrew in disorder to Memphis. With 

little difficulty Memphis was taken, and along with it Psammetichus III 

and his family. According to Herodotus, the Egyptian king’s life was 

spared, but he was subsequently slain when he was discovered plotting 

an insurrection against Cambyses. So died the last king of the Saite 

dynasty, and Cambyses, now declared King of Upper and Lower Egypt, 

inflicted a final insult on that royal line by having Amasis’ body exhumed 

and desecrated. It was a miserable fate for a monarch who had added so 

much lustre to the Egyptian tradition in the last years of pharaonic rule. 

VIII. THE GROWTH OF EGYPTIAN MARITIME POLICY 

Among the notable events recorded by Herodotus for the reign of 

Necho II, three involve the sea, or the facility of using the sea: the cutting 

of a canal linking the Nile with the Red Sea (ii. 15 8), the establishment of 

squadrons of triremes for action in the Red Sea and the Mediterranean 

(11.159), and the dispatch of a Phoenician sea-borne expedition to 

circumnavigate Africa (iv.42). The plausibility of these events has been 

much debated, and they will shortly be considered in more detail. They 

may here, however, be employed to introduce two of the most striking 

developments of the Saite period, the construction of an Egyptian navy. 

222 See generally f 75, 3iff. 

223 Hdt. 1.77. The treaty with Polycrates of Samos was also probably entered into with the Persian 

threat in mind; see below, p. 725. 

224 For the whole campaign and aftermath, Hdt. 111.4—16. Sec CAH iv2, 254ff. 
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and the prosecution of an active maritime policy. Some reference has 

already been made to the latter in the preceding section, with the 

suggestion that Necho first turned to the sea when he found that land 

action in Asia proved too costlyThere must, nevertheless, have been 

other reasons to encourage such a change of policy, and it may be found 

in the advice which Necho may have received from some of his senior 

Greek mercenaries, men who might well have had considerable exper¬ 

ience in warfare by sea.226 Unlike the Egyptians, the Greeks were by 

necessity, and probably by inclination, accomplished sailors, using the 

sea with confidence and skill. It would surely have been a matter of 

sensible policy for Greek mercenary leaders to urge their Egyptian 

employer to provide them with naval equipment without which they 

could not operate at full efficiency. 

To request good fighting ships was not in itself sufficient; the ships 

had to be built, adequate timber obtained, and a proper complement of 

craftsmen and sailors recruited for the equipping and manning of the 

ships. It has reasonably been suggested that Necho could have found all 

the skilled Greeks he needed at Naucratis,^^'^ a city founded by Greeks 

for Greeks, and a centre of Greek trade, and, therefore, a hive of 

maritime activity. Although there remains much doubt about the date of 

its founding,228 there are grounds for believing that Naucratis was well 

established by the last decade of the seventh century.in addition, it lay 

only a short distance to the west of Sals, Necho’s capital. In a discussion 

concerning the origins of Necho’s commitment to a naval arm, almost 

everything is open to doubt, not least the importance of Naucratis in 

fulfilling the requirements of the initial inspiration. It can be doubted 

that Naucratis played any part, if only on the grounds that the young 

settlement was at that time probably little more than a river station. But 

even if it could not have provided from its own population the craftsmen 

and sailors required, it could certainly have acted as a recruiting centre, a 

magnet drawing the many displaced Greeks ready to serve the pharaoh 

of Egypt. 

There is agreement that what Necho set out to do was to build up an 

Egyptian navy, albeit one manned by Greeks. There is, however, lively 

debate on whether the ships he had constructed were built to a Greek or a 

Phoenician design. The argument is probably not yet settled; it is carried 

forward on points of detail of design (often hypothetical) considered to 

be either typically Greek or typically Phoenician, and on the determi¬ 

nation of which people can claim priority in inventing the trireme. 

There appears at present to be more positive evidence, and indeed more 

^ See generally F 112, 6off. 226 F98, 5 5ff. 227 p 58,57. 

228 See CAH 1112,5, 57ff. 229 p 5^^ 2^. p 222ff; f 169, 329. 

230 f 105, 160 for full bibliography. 
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persuasive argument, on the side of the Greek (Corinthian) design, 

though it is accepted that the wood for the construction of the triremes 

was, almost without a doubt, obtained from the Lebanon (Phoenician). 

It is, further, likely that Necho in his intention, and in his subsequent 

prosecution of policies, would have relied more on the Greeks resident 

in Egypt and serving in his forces (their presence and service are well 

attested), than on Phoenicians (for whom the evidence is less ample). 

With very little information about Necho’s maritime involvement 

coming from Egyptian sources, it is difficult to do more than suggest 

when he undertook to construct a navy.222 Herodotus places the cutting 

of the canal before the building of the triremes, and this sequence has 

indicated to at least one writer that the decision to build triremes was 

taken as a direct result of the disasters suffered by the Egyptian army on 

land in Asia.^^^ The suggestion has already been made in the previous 

section that Necho concentrated on naval activities after the disaster of 

Carchemish and its aftermath, but there is no reason to suggest that the 

naval resource was not already available and in service at that time. The 

construction of a canal between the Nile and the Red Sea implies the 

development of a maritime policy which would require easy access 

between the Mediterranean and the Red Sea; that it was not fulfilled in 

Necho’s reign represents failure of execution, not lack of intention. 

Herodotus states that the canal was abandoned by Necho after the loss of 

120,000 lives, and that it was completed by Darius I, a fact that is fully 

confirmed by inscriptional evidence.^34 The belief that Necho actually 

completed the canal, which subsequently sanded up, to be re-excavated 

by Darius, remains unproved;235 but there is some substance in the view 

that Necho may have based his canal on an existing irrigation canal 

leading from the Nile above Bubastis along the Wadi Tumllat.236 The 

purpose of the canal may have been wholly military in conception, but 

considerations of trade would surely have entered into the scheme at an 

early stage. The argument that a revival of trade with Punt, inspired by 

the antiquarian inclinations of Sai'te rulers, formed the principal reason 

for cutting the canal is difficult to support,^^? but such a consideration 

should not be ruled out. There may, in fact, have existed a more general 

interest in the Red Sea and the trade routes south, which can be seen in 

Necho’s other maritime exploits, as reported by Herodotus. 

The second of these exploits, the establishment of squadrons of 

triremes in the Red Sea and the Mediterranean, probably indicates the 

231 F 182, 37lf. 

232 A fragmentary stela from Elephantine, dated to Nccho^s reign, enumerating ships, mentions 

warlike activity in an unspecified context; see F 68, 89^ 

233 F 182, 372; but see f 103, 160. 

^ P ^ 5 5» 2 5 9ff. Necho’s canal may have taken a different course; see f 61 in, 312. 

235 F 182, 369^ 236 See, e.g. F loo, i42ff; also F !5, 138. 237 f 100, i43ff. 
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maturing of his maritime policy. As far as the Mediterranean is 

concerned, there is no reason to doubt what Herodotus says; the history 

of naval activity in that sea during Necho’s reign and subsequently 

confirms the existence of a substantial Egyptian fleet. That it was 

equipped with triremes of Greek or Phoenician design is debatable, but 

its existence is not. Equally there is no reason to doubt the setting up of a 

squadron in the Red Sea, although there is no independent evidence to 

support its existence. What may be questioned is the purpose of this 

second naval force. Herodotus states that both squadrons were intended 

for mihtary purposes, and it is not impossible that the Red Sea force may 

have been conceived as part of the general defence of Egypt against 

Babylonian attack. But it is by no means clear how it might have been 

employed tactically, and it is unlikely that Necho would have been 

advised by his Greek counsellors to embark on the expensive construc¬ 

tion of a squadron of triremes, the employment of which might be in 

doubt. The suggestion that the Red Sea force was intended to neutralize 

pirates and other hostile groups operating from the Gulf of 'Aqaba and 

from the coast of the Arabian peninsula is, on the other hand, much more 

acceptable, especially in view of the steps taken later by the Ptolemaic 

rulers of Egypt to counter pirate attacks in the third century b.c.^^s 

Herodotus’ report of the circumnavigation of Africa by Phoenicians 

commissioned by Necho is not included in the historian’s general 

account of the achievements of Necho’s reign, and the validity of the 

story has been much questioned. The voyage is supposed to have lasted 

three years, the mariners replenishing their food stores by laying up at 

the appropriate season to plant and harvest crops. In general, Egyptolo¬ 

gists have been inclined more to accept the historicity of the account than 

to reject it.^^’ The crucial detail in its favour is Herodotus’ statement that 

the mariners in the course of their voyage unexpectedly found the sun on 

their right; this fact was rejected by Herodotus, and his rejection has 

been considered conclusive in testing the reliability of the account.^'^o 

Weighty arguments have, however, been used to demonstrate the 

implausibility of what Herodotus says.^"*! and it must be admitted that 

the manner in which the circumnavigation is introduced (in a discussion 

of continents) is not a httle melodramatic: Necho’s extraordinary 

achievement points up the ignominious failure of a similar Persian 

enterprise, the abortive voyage of Sataspes.^'tz 

Nevertheless, the circumnavigation of Africa, whether myth or fact, 

forms firmly a part of the tradition which credits Necho with the 

establishment of a properly organized Egyptian naval arm.2‘‘3 His 

forethought, or that of his advisers, was seemingly amply justified when, 

^ F 100, i45ff. ^ Fill, 6if; p 182, 370; F 109, 44f. See above, p. 471. 

^ E.g. F33, J84, 241 F 100, I48ff. 242 Hdt.IV.45. Fill, 6ofF. 
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at the end of the seventh century, he ceased to be able to operate by land 

in Asia Minor.Mobility by sea would provide him with the ability to 

prosecute an active foreign policy which might bring valuable advan¬ 

tages to Egypt. Unfortunately, there is no direct evidence of subsequent 

maritime operations by Necho. Herodotus’ statement that Necho used 

his fleets wherever they were needed (ii. 15 9) is far too inexplicit to give 

substance to the claim that the later years of his reign were marked by 

naval activity (presumably against the Phoenician littoral).But it is fair 

to make the claim that during this time and later, through the possession 

of a naval arm, the Saite kings were enabled to foster important contacts 

with Greek maritime powers — a development of mutual interest 

between Egyptians and Greeks which was to be of particular value to 

Egypt in the future. 

More substantial evidence of the importance of the navy during the 

Twenty-sixth Dynasty is provided by the surviving records of important 

Egyptian officials bearing naval titles.Pa-akhrof, an ‘overseer of 

king’s ships’, was a contemporary of Psammetichus others holding 

the same title were Hor and Yewelhen, who served under Psammetichus 

II, Psamtik-meryptah, one of Amasis’ captains, and Tjanenehbu and 

Hekaemsaef, who also served during Amasis’ reign.2“*® The activities of 

these officials are, sadly, wholly unknown. Something, however, is 

known of the career of Udjahorresne; in a biographical inscription on a 

statue in the Vatican Museum he states that he commanded the king’s 

sea-going (probably naval) ships during the reigns of Amasis and 

Psammetichus III.^**’ Surviving the Persian invasion, he remained in 

favour during the reigns of Cambyses and Darius, serving them as chief 

physician, not in a maritime capacity. While the career of this apparent 

turncoat provides no solid information about his naval duties under the 

last Saite kings, it does indicate that the holding of high naval office 

might not be accompanied by more than nominal responsibility for the 

activities of the pharaoh’s navy at sea. Similar nominal responsibilities 

may have represented the naval duties of the other high officials 

mentioned above; but the very need to assign naval titles to high officials 

must have arisen from the existence of an active navy. 

The first positive record of the use of the Egyptian navy in hostile 

action comes in Herodotus’ account of Apries (ii.i6i).250 He states that, 

in the course of his reign, Apries attacked Sidon by land and Tyre by sea. 

There is doubt not only about the date of this expedition, but also about 

whether the land attack was mounted from the sea or by a force which 

See above, p. 717. 24s Implied by f 159, 232, 236. 

24« See especially F 48, 168ff; also F 112, 6if; F 159, 235f. 247 p 129, 269!?. 

2^ F 19, 19. 249 p jff^ i64iT; F 102, i66ff. 

250 Also Diodorus 1.68. See above, p. 470. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



GROWTH OF EGYPTIAN MARITIME POLICY 725 

had marched overland from Egypt.^^* After the defeat of the Egyptian 

army sent to reheve Jerusalem in 588, most of Asia Minor was almost 

certainly under the control of Nebuchadrezzar, and there would surely 

have been no possibihty of an Egyptian force operating by land. Sea¬ 

borne operations, therefore, would have been not only strategically 

more sensible, but also tactically more practicable. There is some reason 

to believe that Apries’ move against the Phoenician cities was the result 

of an invitation from the Phoenicians themselves, in an attempt to 

engage the Egyptian king in the Phoenician struggle with Babylon, 

which had not so far been carried to a final outcome. If this were the 

motive behind Apries’ campaign, whether by secret agreement or openly 

admitted, it would suitably account for the determined effort made by 

Nebuchadrezzar subsequently to reduce Tyre by siege — a task which is 

said to have taken him thirteen years.^^^ it has also been suggested that 

Apries’ purpose was principally to sustain Egyptian commercial inter¬ 

ests in the eastern Mediterranean.253 But at this time, with the main 

opposition provided by the might of Babylon, it would have been 

difficult to consider commerce as an activity easily to be carried on 

without territorial supremacy or a state of truce. 

Egyptian naval activity in the mid-sixth century extended well beyond 

the coastal plain of Syria-Palestine. Diodorus reports a victory over 

Cypriot arms (1.68) in Apries’ reign, and the island itself was taken by the 

Egyptians in the reign of Amasis;^^'* this conquest is not confirmed by 

other evidence. There can, however, be little doubt that through 

maritime contacts, supported by naval activity, the last Sai'te kings were 

able to maintain lively commercial and diplomatic relations with states 

which formerly lay well outside the traditional Egyptian sphere of 

interest. Here to the greatest extent knowledge depends on the infor¬ 

mation supplied by Herodotus. He alone reports the treaty between 

Amasis and Croesus of Lydia (i.77),255 and his alliance with Polycrates of 

Samos (iii.39ff). Herodotus makes much of Amasis’ partiality for the 

Greeks, which led not only to the establishment of Naucratis as a 

monopolistic emporium for Greek trade, but also to donations and 

favours granted to temples in Greece and the Greek islands (11.178— 

82).256 There is, on the other hand, not much evidence that his 

infatuation (for such it is made out to be) was reciprocated beyond the 

requirements of common expediency.257 Polycrates readily switched his 

allegiance to Persia in 5 2 5 when Cambyses had secured the Phoenician 

cities and fleet, and Amasis’ navy no longer appeared to offer the kind of 

protection which had been expected when the alliance between Samos 

P 41, 48iff; P 159. ^34; P 33. )96. See above, p. 718. 252 So F 90, 18; f 41, 485. 

F 159,255, Hdt. II.182; f 105, 240. 255 See above, p. 720. 

256 F 105, 165, 22iff. 257 Amasis and the Greeks, see further below, p, 757. 
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and Egypt was concluded.With former maritime allies in desertion, 

and the Levantine harbours denied as havens, the Egyptian navy, 

towards the end of Amasis’ reign, lost its ability to operate freely in 

eastern Mediterranean waters. When, therefore, the Persians finally 

attacked Egypt by land, there was little that the Egyptian navy could do 

to help in defence, particularly as it may have been partly, or wholly, 

neutralized by the Phoenician navy and by defections of high-ranking 

officers like Phanes of Halicarnassus and Udjahorresne. Although this 

sad conclusion may diminish the achievement of the navy which Necho 

had, with such sagacity, developed at a time when Egypt’s land forces 

were capable of little success, that navy’s presence in the Mediterranean 

in time provided the Sai'te kings with a resource which projected the 

attention of their essentially conservative and archaizing regime to the 

vigorous emerging states of the Greek world. 

IX. THE NUBIAN CAMPAIGN OF PSAMMETICHUS II 

When Tantamani withdrew to Napata before the invading forces of the 

Assyrians, he left the field in Egypt open for a comprehensive assump¬ 

tion of power by the prince of Sais, Psammetichus I. It is impossible to 

say whether the Kushite monarch retained any hope of returning to 

Egypt when circumstances appeared propitious, but there is little 

evidence to show that either he or any of his immediate successors 

attempted to mount an expedition of restitution. Nevertheless, the 

Napatan kings continued to use Egyptian titles and insignia for 

centuries, and retained the use of the hieroglyphic script for royal and 

funerary purposes. In these respects, therefore, they demonstrated an 

attachment to things Egyptian which might have been construed as 

embodying a simple nostalgia for the years when the Nubian dynasty 

ruled Egypt. It could also have been interpreted as containing the desire 

for a revival of Nubian power in Egypt. For the Saite rulers the latter 

might be thought the more likely interpretation. Tantamani had gone, 

but he or one of his successors might return. The relative quiet on the 

southern frontier during the period between 656 when Psammetichus I 

installed Nitocris in Thebes, and 591 when Psammetichus II dispatched 

his army into Nubia, no doubt did much to persuade the Saite kings that 

no serious trouble would come from the south.259 The disillusionment 

brought about by the movements which led to Psammetichus’ attack 

would amply account for the violence of that attack, and the subsequent 

measures taken against the memorials of the Kushite kings in Egypt, 

mentioned below. 

258 p I 20, 

259 For the belief in campaigns by Psammetichus against Tantamani, supported by the slenderest 

evidence, see f 145, 155f; f i 16, 30; f 103, 153. 
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The southern frontier of Egypt at Elephantine was one of the places 

where Psammetichus I established a camp for his foreign mercenaries, 

and, according to Herodotus (11.30), the garrison there mutinied after 

having remained unrelieved for three years. He states that 240,000 

mercenaries deserted and marched south, ignoring an appeal made by 

the Egyptian king himself. They offered themselves to the Nubian king, 

who in return gave them land for settlement far to the south of Meroe. 

This story of trouble in the frontier garrison may find a trace of support 

in a fragmentary text found at Edfu, dated by context to the reign of a 

king Psammetichus. Wawat (Lower Nubia) is mentioned, along with a 

slaughter by the king’s army, and the bringing back of booty to the 

king’s palace.260 Unfortunately, this Edfu text can only be tied to the 

reign of Psammetichus I by a slender thread of evidence, and it may, in 

any case, be a record of a simple military expedition into Wawat 

unconnected with the mutiny.261 A fog of uncertainty envelops this 

mutiny, even if the improbability of the huge number of deserters 

reported by Herodotus is left out of consideration. It is not impossible 

that a conflation should be made with the better supported mutiny which 

occurred in the reign of Apries, discussed below. Tradition talked of a 

mutiny of a garrison at Elephantine; Psammetichus established the 

garrison at Elephantine; therefore, the mutiny took place in the reign of 

Psammetichus I; so it was reported by Herodotus.262 

Apart from this doubtful event, relations between Egypt and Nubia 

remained, apparently, quiet until something occurred in the south which 

roused Psammetichus II to make a pre-emptive strike. In the inscription 

celebrating the coronation of the Nubian king Aspelta (r. 593—568), 

mention is made of the presence of a Nubian army in the neighbourhood 

of Abu Simbel at the time of the death of Anlamani, Aspelta’s 

predecessor.262 The mustering of a force in Lower Nubia could only 

have been regarded as a threat by the Egyptians, and it was probably to 

counter any resumption of Anlamani’s plans by Aspelta that Psammeti¬ 

chus attacked. Parts of the official record of the expedition are preserved 

on royal inscriptions found at Shellal,26‘t Karnak, and Tanis;265 they 

provide some details of the campaign, which took place in Year 3 of 

Psammetichus II (591). The Tanis stela confirms that Psammetichus 

acted in response to a Nubian threat. He accompanied his army as far as 

Elephantine, and it then proceeded southwards, making for a region 

named Shas, which has reasonably been identified with the district 

containing Napata, the principal city of the kingdom of Kush at that 

time. The Shellal and Karnak stelae report the arrival of the army at 

260 F 323ff, pi. xxi». 261 p 

262 F iijff, examines Herodotus’ account in great detail, and favours a revolt probably by 

troops of Libyan extraction; cf. F 112, 4if. 263 p 36 (I.2 of text); F 52, 51; F 144, 203. 

26^ F8, aijff. 265 F146, ijyff. 
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Pnubs, which lay in the Dongola Reach, south of the Third Cataract, and 

the Tanis stela records the first victorious encounter at a place, Ta- 

dehnet (‘The Hill’), which may have been in the neighbourhood of 

Dongola,266 or at Gebel Barkal itself.267 

Further valuable details of the campaign are provided by graffiti left at 

Abu Simbel by foreign mercenaries, Carians, Semites,268 and Greeks. A 

short Greek text names two of the leaders, Potasimto (i.e. Pedismatawy), 

who commanded the foreigners, and Amasis, who commanded the 

Egyptians; it confirms that Psammetichus came only as far as Elephan¬ 

tine, and states that a force under Psamtik, son of Theocles, penetrated 

Nubia to Kerkis, as far as the river allows. This Kerkis may have been 

Kurgus, well beyond the Fourth Cataract, in the region where early 

Eighteenth Dynasty boundary texts have been found,^^^ and not so far 

short of Meroe, which was to become the principal city of the Nubian 

kings from this time, probably as a result of the success of this Egyptian 
expedition.270 

The vigour with which Psammetichus launched his attack on Nubia, 

and the success which attended the efforts of his army, testify to the 

outstanding qualities of the king and to the remarkable organization of 

the Egyptian military forces. The foundation of the success may perhaps 

be distinguished in the steps taken by Psammetichus I to establish 

permanent garrisons in strategic parts of Egypt, the troops from which, 

mostly mercenary foreigners, could quickly form the core of any army 

needed for hostile action. Not least of the problems faced in an 

expedition of this kind were those of servicing the fighting troops — the 

logistics of the campaign. It is not even known whether the Nile was 

used; but ships in sufficient quantity, it may be assumed, could not easily 

have been provided to convey more than part of a large army. There is no 

evidence to suggest that Necho, as part of his ship-building programme, 

constructed flotillas for river use, although the Nile had always been 

Egypt’s highway. A damaged stela of his reign found at Elephantine, 

and containing an enumeration of ships, has no apparent relevance to 

river activity or to Nubia.27i 

A lasting result of Psammetichus’ expedition was a deep-rooted 

hostility towards the Nubian kings, which was expressed immediately in 

a campaign of destruction aimed at the monuments of the Kushite kings 

of the Twenty-fifth Dynasty. The campaign probably began in Nubia 

itself with the smashing of royal statues at Gebel Barkal;272 it was 

extended subsequently to Egypt where the Kushite royal names on 

266 F 146, 183. 267 So F 6, 93. 

268 Phoenicians, see f 146, 188; Jews, see f 41, 476; also above, pp. 428, 718. 

269 F 133 vn, 233; F 5, 36. 270 So F 6, 94; on thc idea of a‘capital’in Nubia, See F 1, 269f. 

2'^i f68, 83. 272 F 146, 203. 
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monuments were systematically hammered out, and one of the two uraei, 

commonly found in representations of these kings, cut away; sometimes 

both uraei were destroyed.Psammetichus also followed up his Nubian 

campaign by what appears to have been a triumphal, but peaceful, 

progress into Syria-Palestine,^'''* in the course of which, no doubt, the 

success of the Nubian expedition was suitably emphasized. This visit 

may well have been a prelude to a serious intervention by land into Asia 

Minor by the Egyptian king. He was, however, denied further military 

triumphs by his untimely death in 589. 

There is substantial agreement now that the Nubian campaign of 591 

was a much more important event than it was formerly thought to be.^^s 

As far as Egypt was concerned, it served particularly as a reviver of 

confidence; for Nubia it represented a defeat of the greatest magnitude. 

Thereafter, in the south, the focus of official life apparently drifted to 

Meroe — whether that city can be described as a ‘capital’ or not — and 

there were no further suggestions of hostile action against Egypt. It is, 

however, undoubtedly a misjudgement to claim that Nubia and Egypt 

after 591 ‘had few interests in common. Both were now second-rate 

powers, preoccupied with local affairs.In matters of trade alone the 

southern country remained of vital importance to Egypt. Rock inscrip¬ 

tions in the region of Elephantine and the First Cataract, containing the 

names of Psammetichus II, Apries, and Amasis, testify to an abiding 

Sai'te interest in this border area, and it has very plausibly been suggested 

that this interest must be linked with the important routes passing south 

from there.Furthermore, Nubia may have been defeated, but it had 

not been destroyed, and a proper vigilance had to be maintained by the 

Egyptians. 

The biographical inscription of Nesuhor relates how he was 

appointed by Apries to a position equivalent to that of viceroy of Kush 

during the New Kingdom.2^* His commission was to put down 

rebellious countries, and he reports that he broadcast the terror of Apries 

in the southern lands. This last claim may be taken as a conventional, but 

meaningless, boast; but more significant is Nesuhor’s account of the 

mercenary revolt mentioned above. The rebels, consisting of Greeks, 

Asiatics, and other foreigners, declared an intention of defecting to Shas- 

heret (possibly ‘distant’ Shas, or ‘upper’ Shas), by which they probably 

meant Napata, or the residence of the Kushite king. Nesuhor states that 

he managed to talk them out of their defection, and delivered them over 

to Apries, presumably for punishment. This unsettling episode, possibly 

a repetition of the suspected revolt under Psammetichus I, emphasizes 

2^3 F 146, 192^; F 179, iijfT. 274 See above, p. 718. 

2^5 For a more cautious assessment, see f 160, 23. 276 p 

227 F 56, 3i7ff. 278 p ig iv, 507f; on Nesuhor, see f 124, 162; f i 17, 14. 
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the danger inherent in maintaining large forces of professional soldiers, 

probably insufficiently employed, on the outposts of Egypt. The revolt 

under Apries, however, may not have been specifically concerned with 

conditions on the southern frontier; it may have indicated a more general 

malaise in the country, a dissatisfaction with Apries which led eventually 

to his downfall. But, as far as the southern garrison was concerned, there 

were surely particular reasons for disgruntlement, not least of which 

were the heat and the distance from the settled foreign communities of 

Memphis and the Delta. Yet, to defect to the south, to the even more 

inhospitable region of Nubia, postulates exceptional dissatisfaction. It is 

known that Nesuhor continued his career under Amasis,^^’ but there are 

no further indications of activities carried out by him on the southern 

frontier. The lack of evidence suggests that there was no more trouble in 

the south, either with rebellious mercenaries or with Nubia, during 

Amasis’ reign. Nevertheless, a substantial indication of the continuing 

importance of Elephantine at that time — an importance which could 

scarcely, in any case, have been open to question — is provided by the 

great granite stela set up there, in which the events accompanying 

Amasis’ assumption of the throne are described.^so The Cataract region 

formed the southern gateway to Egypt; it was a suitable place for the 

public display of important inscriptions, especially if they carried texts, 

like the Amasis text, charged so distinctly with royal propaganda. Here 

visitors from Nubia could read of his triumph, and carry back to Napata 

or Meroe the implied message; keep away from Egypt; Amasis will not 

fail to meet an attack with strength and fury. 

X. DOMESTIC POLICIES AND INTERNAL AFFAIRS OF THE 

SAITE KINGS 

With the reunification of the whole of Egypt in the early years of 

Psammetichus I, the political situation within the country presented 

many problems requiring the attention and skill of the new King of 

Upper and Lower Egypt. The anarchy which had prevailed for centuries 

in Egypt, scarcely dispelled by the indeterminate rule of the Kushite 

kings of the Twenty-fifth Dynasty, had been an anarchy of a not wholly 

destructive kind. It was a political rather than a cultural anarchy; it 

manifested itself in the fragmentation of the country, especially in the 

north. Not only administration, but to a great extent sovereignty also, 

was exercised locally; but so well established was the general administra¬ 

tive system of Egypt that the practice of government in the small 

principalities and semi-autonomous states showed, as far as can be 

judged, an extraordinary adherence to ancient forms and procedures. 

F 117, 14, ^ See below, p. 756. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



DOMESTIC POLICIES OF THE SAITE KINGS 73 I 

Egypt did not necessarily fall apart when central government failed 
because it was not a confederacy of states, diverse in customs, language, 
and religion, but a nation with strong regional characteristics, the 
regions to a great extent being identifiable with the old nomes, or with 
groups of nomes. The lack of central government, however, led 
inevitably to a breakdown in common services, the maintenance of 
water-ways, the administration of justice over the whole land, the 
organization of agriculture and taxes, and, above all, the prosecution of 
national policies in the field of foreign affairs. When Psammetichus I 
reunified the country, his principal task was to bring the parts together 
again, to take up in his own grasp the threads of administration which 
had remained in the hands of provincial rulers for so long.^si 

The first requirements for the re-establishment of a central administ¬ 
ration were a firm hand and determination. Reconstruction, in the 
simplest sense, represented the diminution of locally based pohtical 
power, and the enforcement of the writ of the pharaoh. The need for 
firmness was greater undoubtedly in Lower Egypt than in the south. The 
Delta dynasts, the dodecarchs, had become accustomed to a high degree 
of independence, even though, throughout the Twenty-fifth Dynasty, 
they had owed their very existence on the one hand to the interference of 
the Assyrians, and on the other to the lack of resolve of the Kushite 
kings. Upper Egypt had remained very much within the ambit of royal 
power, although, again locally, there existed much independence. But 
Egypt was not a congeries of warring states, and there was evidently the 
greatest freedom of movement throughout the country. Land could be 
held by temples, for example, in many parts of the country, and the same 
seems to have been the case for individuals, even officials highly placed in 
their local administrations, as the text of the Nitocris Adoption Stela 
reveals.2®^ 

The difficulty of discovering how Psammetichus established first his 
supremacy, then his authority, over the Delta states has already been 
mentioned.283 it has also been suggested that the camps for mercenaries 
set up in the eastern Delta were intended as much to impress Egyptians 
and keep them in order as to protect the eastern frontier.284 In the south, 
the means by which he established his authority in Thebes have equally 
been described in the account of the adoption of Nitocris by Amenirdis 
II in 656.285 This act, accompanied no doubt by various diplomatic 
moves, marked Psammetichus’ acceptance at Thebes. It was apparently 
an acceptance without opposition, and already in the following year the 
Nile-level inscription on the quay at Karnak was dated in Year 10 of the 
Saite king.286 In return, the administration of Thebes was left, virtually 

F 5 5. 75f; F69. 98ff- F 25. 75f. 99f. See above, p. 711. 
^ See above, p. 715. “5 See above, p. 709. ^ p i}, 54, no. 59. 
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unaffected, in the hands of the mayor of the city, Mentuemhat. Psamme- 

tichus’ seeming forbearance may have represented an act of reciprocity, 

but it may more probably have been characteristic of his general policy 

throughout Egypt. He did not tamper with good administration unless 

it was made necessary for reasons of prudence. It has frequently been said 

that he and his successors introduced northerners into senior positions in 

Upper Egypt,28'^ and while some clear cases can be identified, the process 

should not be overstressed.^88 In particular, there is no reason to think 

that Psammetichus I looked with special favour on the northerner as 

such; it was in the Delta that he surely had found the greatest opposition 

to his rule. Furthermore, it was in the Delta that pretensions to the 

reacquisition of divested power and past glory might be expected to be 

detected in the behaviour of the nomarchs in the recently re-established 

nomes. Possible examples of such behaviour have, however, almost 

certainly been incorrectly identified.^®’ 

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to maintain that Psammetichus and 

the later Saite kings did not practise favouritism and nepotism in making 

appointments. The arranged adoption of Nitocris is a prime example of 

the latter. On the other hand, the commissioning of an officer of 

Memphite origin, Djedptahiufankh, to command a force including 

mercenaries of foreign origin in Thebes,^’’ probably represents simply a 

sensible choice of a man with the right kind of experience. Equally, in the 

preferment of Nesenwiau, who was made governor of eight cities in 

Upper and Lower Egypt and ‘observer’ (whatever that may signify) in 

Thebes,2’i a very special appointment must be recognized. By such 

commissions, and by relying on the support of old allies like Somtutef- 

nakht, the harbour chief of Heracleopolis (also, probably, a relative),®^® 

order was slowly restored to the fragmented administration of Egypt. 

In the subsequent history of Thebes, similar steps were taken by the 

Saite kings to perpetuate the administration of the old southern capital, 

the pohtical power of which had long waned, even though it remained 

important as a religious centre. There is not much indication, however, 

that the control of southern Upper Egypt was seen as needing the close 

attention of the king.^’^ A papyrus from Thebes, dated in Year 14 of 

Psammetichus I, reveals not only the weight and grandeur of the Theban 

priesthood and officialdom at the time, but also the extent to which 

offices remained in the old Theban families.2’“* Other papyrus evidence 

shows that by Year 17 Nesiptah had succeeded his father Mentuemhat as 

Fourth Prophet of Amun and Overseer of Upper Egypt; and Nesiptah 

himself seems to have died before Year 25.8®® At the same time the 

287 F 77, 405. 288 See the judicious remarks in p 116, 51. 

289f 5 5, 65. 290 f 116^ 2ifF. 291 p i j8, 42ff; F 69, 97. 292 See above, p. 709. 

293 F I16, 31. ^ F 126, I4ff. 295 p 24. 
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southern vizirate remained in the family which had held the office over 

three generations, the last incumbent being Nespekashuty.^^® In the 

relatively uneventful environment of Thebes, and apparently in other 

major centres which had lost their former poUtical function, the business 

of local and, particularly, temple administration, with the attendant 

perquisites of property and wealth, became matters of principal concern 

to the holders of office.The enjoyment of official and temple revenues, 

becoming an end in itself, led not unexpectedly to abuse, and there is 

some evidence to show that among the initial problems dealt with by 

Amasis later in the dynasty was administrative and temple corruption.2’® 

The highest priestly office at Thebes, that of the God’s Wife of Amun, 

had been occupied by Nitocris for an unknown number of years when, in 

his first regnal year (595) Psammetichus II arranged for her to adopt his 

daughter, Ankhnesneferibre.^^® In this way royal control in the great 

priestly college of Amun was perpetuated for the remaining years of the 

dynasty. Ankhnesneferibre succeeded Nitocris in Year 4 of Apries (5 84), 

and remained in office until the arrival of the Persians. By assuming the 

title First Prophet of Amun probably at this same time she further 

strengthened her authority at Thebes, and she took steps to see that the 

position would not regress after her death by passing the pontifical title 

on to her own adopted daughter, Nitocris II, a daughter of Amasis. 

There is little to suggest that the Saite kings found much to worry about 

in Theban affairs,^°o but the concentration of power and wealth in the 

hands of their female representatives provided a temptation for unscru¬ 

pulous local advisers. It is not surprising, therefore, to find that the 

successive major-domos who managed the affairs of Ankhnesneferibre 

were all from families of Saite origin, appointed no doubt with clear 

political intent. Successively they were Shoshenq, son of Harsiese, 

Pedineith, and Shoshenq, son of Pedineith.®®' 

Although records and monuments from Thebes provide a large part 

of the surviving documentation of the Twenty-sixth Dynasty,^^ there 

can be no doubt that the focus of Egyptian life, both culturally and 

politically, lay in the north of the country. Sais remained the city which 

held the affections and loyalty of the royal house, and it was to Sais that 

the dead kings were brought for burial.Unfortunately, no substantial 

remains of the period have as yet been discovered at Sais,®®^ where the 

modern town of Sa el-Hagar covers much of the ancient city; while the 

standing remains, and results of excavation at Memphis, the administra- 

296 F 11 5, F 1 14, yiff, 297 p p j j ^ 298 p 6^, 277^ 

299 For text, see f 142, Textanhang 4; also f 61 1, 264f; ii, 805; f 50 ii, 111. For Ankhnesneferibre, 

see Pis. Vol., pi. 188. 

^ F 119, 187. 301 p 27, 83ff; F 50 I, 74ff, 149-50, 15 iff. 

302 See further, next section. ^ Hdt. 11.169. 

30^ F 133 IV, 46ff; F 146, generally. 
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tive capital throughout the Twenty-sixth Dynasty, are almost equally 

disappointing. 

Memphis was closely linked with Sais in the original domain of 

Psammetichus I, and it was both natural and sensible that the old 

northern capital of Egypt should achieve the status of administrative 

capital during the Twenty-sixth Dynasty. The importance of Memphis 

had indeed never been greatly diminished, but now there was a striking 

increase in its fortunes, marked by extensive royal buildings^®^ (now for 

the most part comprehensively ruined), but also by the large number of 

substantial burials of high officials in the Saqqara necropolis, the most 

notable of which is the tomb of Bakenrenef, northern vi2ir under 

Psammetichus Court officials of all kinds chose to be buried at 

Saqqara in tombs which show a striking revival of funerary architecture 

and decoration. Nothing like them had been constructed at Saqqara 

since the prosperous days of the New Kingdom.The evidence of a 

vigorous administrative society in Memphis during this time is to be 

found not only in this expansion of funerary practice, but also in the 

development of the various religious complexes connected with the 

ancient funerary cults established at Saqqara. The results of excavation, 

particularly in the northern sector of the Saqqara necropolis, have 

provided many indications of the Memphite society which supported 

these cults.^08 A picture of a flourishing capital city is slowly being 

retrieved from the tattered documents of the period somewhat later than 

the sixth century; but it is quite evident that the importance of Memphis 

throughout the last centuries of pharaonic Egypt sprang from the 

revitalization which had taken place in the Saite period. 

One of the most significant developments during the Twenty-sixth 

Dynasty was the steady increase in the numbers of foreigners who came 

to Egypt, not only to serve as mercenaries, but also to engage in trade, 

and to settle permanently in the country.^’ The important part played by 

foreign mercenaries has already been discussed in earlier sections of this 

chapter, and the special contribution of the Greeks is dealt with later in 

this volume.Substantial evidence of foreign settlements in the Mem¬ 

phite region comes from both literary and archaeological sources.^'* 

Quarters of the city were given over to Greeks, Carians, Phoenicians, 

and, possibly a little later, Jews. Excavation in the city area proper has 

not as yet produced much tangible evidence of these foreign enclaves; 

but gravestones from the Carian cemetery have been found in quantity at 

Saqqara, reused, no doubt after the wilful plundering of burials during 

^5 F 133 iri2. 2, 83ofF; Kemp, MDAIK 33, loiff; CM 29, 61. For a comprehensive review, 

see F 6j. 306 p I j j iii2^ 2, 588fF. “7 p 71^ 181. 308 f 151, i3ff. 

309 F168, 3i6ff. 310 iiF.3, chapter 360. 3n piji^i2. 
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the Persian period.There were other Carian settlements elsewhere in 

Egypt,but the Memphite Karikon was undoubtedly the most import¬ 

ant. It is not clear, however, whether this foreign quarter should be 

identified with the camp to which Amasis is said to have transferred the 

Carians when he moved the Ionian and Carian mercenaries from the 

Delta to Memphis, to protect himself, as Herodotus says (11.154), 

probably erroneously, from the Egyptians. It is likely that the funerary 

remains at Saqqara represent the burials of members of a civihan 

community of Carians. 

There are similar problems over the establishment of Jewish commu¬ 

nities at Memphis and other places in Egypt. In the troubled times of the 

seventh and sixth centuries there were many occasions when Jews would 

have found it expedient to flee to Egypt. Jeremiah (44: i) specifies 

colonies of Jews at Migdol (Pelusium), Tahpanhes (Daphnae), Noph 

(Memphis), and Pathros (in Upper Egypt), all seemingly civil settle¬ 

ments. Jews were also found among the mercenary troops employed by 

the Saite kings, particularly in the army used by Psammetichus II against 

the Nubians in 591.3*'* Large numbers of fragmentary papyri written in 

Aramaic have been found at Saqqara, but they, for the most part, belong 

to the period after the Persian invasion;3*5 the community which 

generated these documents probably dated back to the sixth century or 

earlier, like the parallel and better documented Jewish colony at 

Elephantine.3*6 It has recently been suggested, on the basis of somewhat 

subjective evidence, that the latter colony may have been founded by 

survivors of those Jews left behind in Egypt after the Exodus, more than 

five hundred years earlier.3*'* 

Much of the improved condition of Egypt during the Saite period was 

due to the influx of these foreign settlers, in respect both of the security 

of the country and of its commercial performance. Substantial credit for 

allowing, and indeed encouraging, the immigration of foreigners must 

be granted to Psammetichus I. If one may judge from his reported 

actions, however, he was not blind to the dangers inherent in such a 

policy, and the steps taken later in the dynasty by Amasis to confine 

Greek commercial activities to Naucratis surely indicate that the 

situation had become in some respects difficult to control. It may be 

wondered to what extent there was sufficient direct contact between 

Egyptians and foreigners in the dealings of daily life. Psammetichus I 

had, according to Herodotus (ii. 15 4), established a corps of interpreters 

F 107, esp. 6f. p jii^ 53jff; also f io8, z. 

The reference in the Letter of Aristcas, 15. to the Jews sent to help Psammetichus against the 

Ethiopians probably concerns the campaign of 591 b.c.; see f 128, 108. 

315 F 149, yf, 316 BI87, 4lf. 317 F 105, 89fF. 
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to facilitate mutual understanding between Egyptians and Greeks, and 

similar steps were probably taken for other foreign groups. All may not 

have been well, however, and a mutiny (or mutinies) of mercenaries at 

Elephantine may have shown up only one aspect of a general dissatisfac¬ 

tion which eventually led to the downfall of Apries. 

According to Herodotus (ii. 161; iv. 15 9), the event which brought the 

trouble to a head in Egypt was the sending by Apries of an army of 

Egyptians against the Greeks of Gyrene in Libya, at the request of the 

Libyans.^’® The Egyptian army was conclusively beaten, and its survi¬ 

vors revolted from Apries on their return from Libya. Amasis, a member 

of Apries’ entourage, and a native of Siouph in the Saite nome,®!^ was 

sent to quell the mutineers, but was persuaded by them to become king. 

Herodotus further reports that Apries mustered an army of Greek and 

Carian mercenaries, and a battle was fought near Momemphis in the 

western Delta. Defeated by Amasis’ force, Apries was captured and 

taken to Sais, where he was at first treated with great kindness. When 

Amasis found the extent to which his predecessor was loathed, he 

handed him over to the populace, who strangled him. He was then 

properly buried, with the honours of a king, in Sals. A much-damaged 

stela in red granite from Aswan tells a somewhat different story.3^0 it is 

dated in Year 3 of Amasis, and it contains an account of the battle which 

took place at Sekhetmefkat, a place near Terenuthis on the Canopic 

branch of the Nile. As far as can be determined from the fragmentary 

text, Amasis encouraged his troops by reminding them of the ruin 

brought to Egypt by the Greeks; in the battle Apries was slain, and 

subsequently buried with honour, as Herodotus reported. 

Without further evidence it is impossible to determine with greater 

precision the circumstances by which Amasis became king. It would 

seem, however, that for three years after his usurpation of the throne he 

reigned in parallel with Apries. There can scarcely be any suggestion of a 

co-regency,32> in the usual Egyptian sense, for Amasis had no blood- 

relationship with the main line of Saite royalty. The evidence of stelae 

dated to Year i of Amasis strongly suggests that from the beginning of 

his reign his rule was widely recognized. Apries, presumably, had 

withdrawn to Delta retreats with his Greek supporters, awaiting the 

opportunity to depose Amasis. In the meanwhile Amasis had begun the 

task of rehabilitation, which seems to have been necessary throughout 

Egypt. 

The impression gained from the classical accounts of Amasis’ reign is 

of the rule of an efficient legislator who brought great prosperity to 

F 103, iGgfT, lySf. Seep 119, 185. ^20 See f 28, iff. 

321 f 66, 265f. 
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Egypt.322 The extent to which Amasis himself should receive the credit 

for the well-organized administration of the last decades of the Sai'te 

period is open to quesdon. It has been suggested that his role was not so 

much that of an innovator as of a disciplinarian who tightened up a good 

system which had been allowed to become slack.323 From the time of the 

Twenty-sixth Dynasty numbers of private business documents have 

survived, revealing a freedom in the conduct of private affairs far beyond 

anything enjoyed by ordinary Egyptians in earlier periods.32“* The 

increase in private land-holdings led to new independence for local 

officials, and this development posed something of a threat to the state. 

One measure by which the Sai'te kings endeavoured to curb excessive 

wealth was the encouragement of the donation of land by influential 

private persons to temples,325 a practice which had existed in earlier 

times, but was now exploited systematically, so it seems, as a matter of 

deliberate policy.326 Among the problems Amasis found it necessary to 

solve after his assumption of power was corruption in the exercise of 

temple administration in some parts of Egypt.322 He was also obliged to 

reorganize the administration of customs at the principal ports of entry 

into Egypt, and in this matter again there is evidence suggesting that 

affairs had fallen into disarray, either during Apries’ reign, or as a result 

of the struggle between Apries and Amasis.328 The tightening up of 

commercial practices undoubtedly lay behind the restriction he placed 

on the Greeks to operate through Naucratis alone. Herodotus reports 

the act as one of signal favour (11.178); it may indeed have appeared so at 

the time he visited Egypt, because through the restriction Naucratis 

itself flourished.329 In origin, however, it must surely be seen as a curbing 

measure. 

The long periods of peace with which Egypt was blessed internally 

throughout the Twenty-sixth Dynasty provided ideal conditions for the 

establishment and maintenance of good administration, and a climate of 

confidence in which agriculture and commerce could flourish. The 

evidence for the prosperity of the land, which undoubtedly reached a 

high point in the reign of Amasis, lies as much in the manifestation of 

culture and art, to be discussed in the next section, as in the direct 

documentation of private transactions. The Greeks had already appre¬ 

ciated the opportunities offered in this recently opened country. Others, 

222 Hdt. II.175-7; Diodorus 1.68.95. Herodotus’ picture of Amasis as a slightly disreputable bon 

vivant is probably based on a posthumous tradition also found in a story preserved on the reverse of 

the Demotic Chronicle, of fourth-century date; see f 165, 26fT. 

323 f 66, 252ff. 224 F 3 3, 5 87; F I 50, 45ff. 

225 On donation stelae, see f 148, 33ff; f 145, 2, 141; f no, 6o5ff; f 82, 77fT. 

226 f 69, 97f; f 33, 585f. 227 See above, p. 755. 228 F136, ii7ff. 

229 F 105, 222ff. 
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with more violent intentions, were to follow, and they were sadly to 
destroy the substantial edifice of Sai’te success. 

XI. ART AND CULTURE DURING THE NUBIAN AND SAITE 

DYNASTIES 

From the visible manifestations of life and culture which have survived 
from the seventh and sixth centuries b.c., in particular the sculptures of 
royal and private persons, and the design and decoration of temple 
buildings and tombs, a strong impression has been obtained that 
‘archaism’ was the cultural keynote of the times.Yet, while it is 
undoubtedly true that, in matters of art and religion in particular, the 
inspiration of much that is characteristic of the period may be found in 
the works and beliefs of earlier times, it is equally possible to discern a 
general upsurge of purpose and enthusiasm in many fields of activity 
which owes very little to a backward-looking attitude to life. The 
paradox of Egyptian culture in the Sai'te period is that the Egyptians, 
who had been quite suddenly exposed to the harsh realities of power 
politics, and been obliged to adapt their ways in life to accommodate the 
progressive ideas of the foreigners in their midst, nevertheless chose to 
express themselves in art and religion by an eclectic attention to the 
products of much earlier times. It was not the action of a people trying to 
revive a glorious past to escape the decadence and misery of their 
present. It may be seen rather as an attempt, in a period of true 
renaissance, to express the prevailing enthusiasm in forms which 
represented the best of the past, or which at least were thought to do so. 
Exemplars were consciously sought and copied — copied not slavishly, 
but with the subtle adaptation employed by skilled artists and craftsmen 
seeking their inspiration in ancient models. 

The archaixing tendencies of the period, which cannot be discounted, 
are, however, on examination confined almost exclusively to the sphere 
of religion, both in its daily practice and in its funerary aspect. It is not 
surprising, consequently, that ‘archaistic’ has become the principal 
epithet applied to Sai'te culture, for the majority of surviving monuments 
and objects are religious. To adjust the picture, the inadequate evidence 
of secular documents needs to be considered. Can a collection of papyri, 
scarcely more in bulk than would fill a few moderately sized files,be set 
in the balance opposite a wealth of sculpture and funerary monuments, 
and yield a significant result? In this matter bulk is not the criterion. 
Through the content and variety of private papers, which lack the 

330 Hall in CAH in', 3i6ff; f 33, 588ff; F 3, i5aff. 

331 For the range and number of documents, see F 143, 3, 93!?. 
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tendentiousness of royal propaganda and the bland platitudes of 

religious texts, a more reliable picture can be built up of the hfe of the 

times. It was long ago pointed out that, dating from about the reign of 

Shabako, legal texts begin to survive in ever-increasing numbers, a 

phenomenon to be explained by some significant legal or commercial 

change.332 These texts deal with transactions of all kinds, resulting from 

private activities in business and daily life: contracts for sales of 

buildings, lands, and general commodities; wills, commercial accounts, 

legal proceedings, mostly of a civil nature. Greek tradition credited 

Bocchoris of Sals, the ephemeral king of the Twenty-fourth Dynasty, 

with reforms of Egyptian law, in particular that he ‘brought more 

precision into the matter of contracts’.333 His short reign straddled the 

last years of Py and the first of Shabako. Reform was in the air, brought 

about probably by the need to regulate transactions between Egyptians 

and the foreign traders who found Egypt to be an increasingly attractive 

sphere for exploitation in business.33“* 

Trading in itself, carried on between willing parties, requires few 

rules; but trading, like all activities in which personal interests are 

involved, generates problems requiring careful solution. Solutions to be 

acceptable need the backing of rules - legal rules, the judgements arising 

from which can be written down on documents and suitably witnessed. 

The steps by which trade with non-Egyptians within Egypt developed 

cannot be accurately charted, but strong indications can be obtained 

from the business documents surviving from this period of rapid 

development. Though in bulk the number of documents is not great, it is 

distinctly greater than for earlier periods. The survival of documents is a 

haphazard matter, especially from the remains of Delta cities, notably 

wetter than those of Upper Egypt. It is not surprising, therefore, that not 

many have survived from Lower Egypt, which first experienced the 

great developments of trade between Egyptians, Greeks, and Asiatics, 

and the consequent generation of documents during the second half of 

the seventh century b.c.335 There was, however, another development in 

the preparation of documents at this time which requires no substantial 

number of texts to determine its significance. It was the emergence of the 

demotic script. 

Since the beginning of writing in Egypt there had existed, in parallel 

to the formal hieroglyphic script, a cursive form for use in circumstances 

where it would be difficult to produce the detailed signs of the formal 

script, as, for example, on papyrus using a rush brush. This cursive form, 

the hieratic script, developed over the centuries its own characteristics of 

F 51111,10. Diodorus 1.94.5; see 575. 334 f 59, 519. 

p 51 in, 10. 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008 



740 35- Egypt: the xxv and xxvi dynasties 

writing, spelling, and even, in a sense, of grammar. Thus the language in 

which the very cursive hieratic documents of the Late New Kingdom are 

written is close to the spoken Egyptian of the time, a form of Egyptian 

not found in contemporary monumental texts written in hieroglyphs. 

The gap between formal hieroglyphic texts and cursive documentary 

texts continued to widen as time went by, and by the Twenty-fifth 

Dynasty cursive hieratic in southern Egypt had diverged so far from the 

parent hieroglyphic script that it is now called abnormal hieratic. Its 

special characteristics can be traced back to documents of the Twenty- 

first and Twenty-second Dynasties, but as an identifiable stage in the 

development of Egyptian cursive hands it achieved its full flowering 

between the reigns of Taharqa and Amasis (c. 702—526). 

Even more distinctive, however, was the script developed in Lower 

Egypt, undoubtedly in answer to the demands made for a rapidly written 

medium for use in business and legal documents. It was truly indepen¬ 

dent of hieroglyphs, an efficient, flexible script which demonstrated its 

usefulness by surviving in common practice throughout Egypt until the 

fifth century a.d. The need for a practical script, better than any form of 

hieratic formerly used, clearly indicates that the businessmen and scribes 

of Lower and Middle Egypt, who first used demotic in the reign of 

Psammetichus I, were faced with producing a volume of written 

documentation unparalleled in earlier times. The demotic script, as 

much as anything, signals the cultural advance of Egypt in the Saite 

period. And in the forms and formulae of the documents written in the 

new script, developments of terminology can be distinguished which set 

them distinctly apart from earlier documents. It has justly been said that 

there is a greater similarity between demotic legal texts of Ptolemaic 

times and those of the sixth century b.c., than between the latter and 

those in abnormal hieratic of the reign of Taharqa.Jn effect, abnormal 

hieratic documents belong to the tradition leading back to the New 

Kingdom and earlier;^^^ the demotic documents of the sixth century are 

of a new tradition. From the time of Amasis demotic prevailed 

throughout Egypt. 

The new spirit which showed itself in many departments of Egyptian 

life during the. stirring times of the seventh and sixth centuries b.c. 

should properly also have found an outlet in hterary compositions. 

Unfortunately, no papyri containing literary texts clearly dating from 

this period have survived.^"*® A famous cycle of stories, the principal 

characters of which, Pedubastis, Inaros, and Pimay, lived during the 

So Cemy; sec F 26 iiiff. w f 143 i, jif; F 51 in, 12ff. 558 F;ini, 12. 

Cf. the 50 witness texts in P. Brooklyn 47.218.3, a Theban text of Year 14 of Psammetichus I: 

17 are written in hieratic, 27 in abnormal hieratic, 6 in mixed script; see f 126, 1 j. 

^ F 143, 2, 142. 
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anarchic times of Delta disunity and later, may have been composed 

during the Saite period, but no copies earlier than the fourth century are 

known.The various stories, some of which are named ‘The Struggle 

for the Benefice of Amun’, ‘The Struggle for the Breastplate of Inaros’, 

and ‘Egyptians and Amazons’, are imaginative romances which show a 

marked advance, in a literary sense, over the stilted and stylistically 

repetitive tales of earlier times. It has been shown, however, that it 

would be wrong to find, in the changes of form and style exhibited by 

these and other stories written in demotic, valid evidence of the influence 

of Greek literary models. 

While the new scripts were developed for the writing of secular texts 

on papyrus, two traditional scripts continued to be used for religious 

texts, one a stereotyped hieratic based on the regular book hand of the 

Nineteenth Dynasty, the other a strictly hieroglyphic script in which the 

signs, detailed to a varying degree, reproduce recognizable hieroglyphs. 

Religious papyri, dating from the later dynasties, have survived in large 

numbers from the Theban area, but few can as yet be accurately assigned 

even to the nearest century. The principal funerary text of the New 

Kingdom, The Book of the Dead, remained a very popular composition, 

undergoing a revision, termed the Saite Recension, in the early years of 

the Twenty-sixth Dynasty.In addition, many of the compositions 

formerly reserved for use in royal tombs, had now lost their exclusivity, 

and were commonly used in private funerary compilations for the 

officials and priests of Thebes. The same, no doubt, happened elsewhere 

in the country, but funerary papyri from Lower Egypt have not 

survived. What texts were thought suitable for royal tombs is not 

known. The Kushite royal tombs at El-Kurru and Nuri are all so robbed 

and destroyed that little can be determined from the surviving 

remains.The Saite royal tombs, all of which were at Sais,^'*^ have not 

been discovered, but there is good reason to believe that they would 

have been elaborate structures, well decorated with religious scenes and 

inscriptions. Private tombs of the period provide the evidence by 

implication. 

Mention has already been made of the great tombs built for senior 

officials at Thebes and Memphis during the Twenty-sixth Dynasty. The 

revival of private tomb construction had already started at Thebes in the 

time of the Kushite kings, the earliest large tomb at present known being 

that of Harwa, major-domo of Amenirdis I.^ Vast underground 

complexes of chambers, sometimes on more than one level, great open 

courtyards, enclosure walls and pylon entrances of mud-brick (but on a 

F 143, 3, 87, 89!; F 77, 455ff. F 10, 29ff. F f 9, I 2f; F 40 I, XV. 

^ F 34, (Py); 5 jff (Shabako); 6-jff (Shebitku); 6off (Tantamani); f 35, yfF(Taharqa). 

Hdt. 11.169; P ^ F 155 i, 68; Eigner, Die Crabbauten^ 37fF. 
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huge scale), characterize these tombs at Thebes-^"*’ Those at Saqqara, for 

reasons of space, were not as great, but, in the context of the Memphite 

necropolis, still very considerable structures,^'** in particular the tomb of 

Bakenrenef, vizir of Psammetichus I. Lavish use was made of the great 

religious texts in the tombs of both cemeteries, most extensively by 

Pedamenope, a lector priest probably of the reign of Psammetichus I, 

whose tomb is by far the largest at Thebes.*'*’ Among the texts revived 

for use at Saqqara especially were the Pyramid Texts, copied from the 

burial chambers of the pyramids of the kings of the Fifth and Sixth 

Dynasties in the same necropolis. 

The interest in things ancient — the archaistic tendency of the period — 

revealed itself in many ways. It involved, among other things, a kind of 

pious archaeology, inspired no doubt by a respect for the past which, as 

far as the Kushite kings were concerned, formed part of their general 

desire to be seen as acceptable rulers of Egypt. At royal level it can be 

seen in Shabako’s solicitude for the supposedly ancient text of the 

Memphite Theology, transferred at his instruction from worm-eaten 

papyrus to enduring stone.**’ At Kawa, in Taharqa’s temple, there are 

scenes copied from the valley temples of the pyramids of Fifth- and 

Sixth-Dynasty kings at Abusir and Saqqara (Pis. Vol., pi. i86).**' From 

the Twenty-sixth Dynasty there is good evidence that responsible agents 

entered pyramids and carried out repairs and other works. In the 

pyramid of Mycerinus at Giza, a new coffin was provided for the body, 

presumably robbed and desecrated, of that Fourth Dynasty king.**2 At 

Saqqara, the Step Pyramid of Djoser was entered, and the fine reliefs of 

the king on panels in the eastern subterranean gallery were marked with 

grids, undoubtedly for copying by artists. The grid used here is based on 

a revised canon of proportions introduced into Egyptian art during the 

Twenty-sixth Dynasty.*** These Third Dynasty panels may have been 

used as models for some of the fine reliefs of r^^Z-festival ceremonies on a 

monumental doorway in the palace of Apries at Memphis.**'* 

In private tombs, further copyings can be detected. The tomb of Ibi, 

major-domo of Nitocris, contains a number of scenes copied from the 

Old Kingdom tomb of an official of the same name at Deir el-Gabrawi, 

two hundred miles downstream from Thebes.*** The artists of the tomb 

of Mentuemhat, on the other hand, chose many of their subjects for 

copying from the Theban necropolis itself; a well-known scene from the 

tiny Eighteenth Dynasty tomb of Menna being adapted for the great 

funerary complex of the influential mayor of the city.*** The extent to 

Discussed in f 15 i, 3off; Eigner, Die Grabbauteriy generally; also see F 166, 11 iff. 

^ F 133 jSSff. 349 F I joff; Eigner, Die Grabbauten, 46ff. 

350 See above, p. 691. 351 p 6iff. ^^2 6647; see f 38, 141. 

353 F 62, 75ff. 3S4 p j pig dates them to the Twelfth Dynasty (3f); f 153, 400. 

355 F 29, 36ff; F 80, generally. 356 p 
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which copying of specific scenes in tombs of earher periods was practised 

in tombs of the Twenty-fifth and Twenty-sixth Dynasties should 

perhaps not be overstressed. For the first time in centuries great funerary 

monuments were being constructed for private persons. The repertory 

of scenes used in tombs from the Old Kingdom to the New Kingdom 

contained many common subjects. It is therefore not surprising to find 

the old repertory revived; and where better could models be found than 

in the ancient tombs which lay throughout the land, robbed and open for 

inspection? 

There was, further, much more to the decoration of tombs and 

temples than simple reproduction of ancient scenes, executed according 

to the new canon of proportions. A remarkable revival of craftsmanship 

formed part of the general renaissance. In the tomb of Mentuemhat, for 

example, the carving of scenes in sunk and low relief is precise, detailed, 

and completely assured; compositions are economical, and colouring 

sensitive.The charge that much Sa'ite relief work is mechanical and 

lacking in feeling is in no way supported by the freshness of execution, 

strength, and sheet style of a great deal of what has survived.^ss It was 

clearly not the intention of the artists of the Saite renaissance simply to 

copy what was the best of the past, in their opinion, or in the opinion of 

their masters, the kings and high officials who ordered the building and 

decoration of tombs and temples. Inspiration was sought in the past, in 

subject matter and style, and ancient models were adapted to superlative 

effect. 

The quality of precision which distinguishes so much of the relief 

work of the period is also found in miniature in the few ivory carvings 

which have survived - tantalizing relics of what must have been a 

remarkable flowering of the minor arts. Fragments have come from the 

Kushite royal tombs,359 ^nd a particularly fine series of panels from a 

casket is now in the Gulbenkian Museum in Lisbon.An assessment 

of the minor arts of the two dynasties is, however, difficult to achieve on 

the basis of what has survived.The Kushite tombs have yielded large 

numbers of undistinguished amulets and pieces of jewellery of faience 

and semi-precious stones,^®^ and a few spectacular pieces such as a mirror 

with silver-gilt handle of Shabako, and a fine sheet-gold collar from the 

burial of a queen of Shebitku.^^ From the Twenty-sixth Dynasty, 

survivals of quaUty are very few, due no doubt to the comprehensive 

plundering of the country at the time of the Persian invasion. The great 

new tombs of kings and officials offered choice pickings to the invaders. 

See above, n.i j8. Jss gg, the figure of Mentuemhat in Kansas City; F 17, pi. 13. 

E.g. p 34, fig. log-j. ^ F 21, pi. xxxi; probably of Twenty-sixth Dynasty date. 

F 3, 169(1, 227(1. 562 In general, see F 176, 184(1. 

5*5 F 34, pis. Ixii, Ixiii; also f 175, 6if, 177(1. 
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Among pieces which can be closely dated to the period is a splendid gold 

seal, in the form of a ring with heavy bezel, inscribed for one of the two 

Shoshenqs who were major-domos of Ankhnesneferibre (Pis. Vol., pi. 

19 5 also, probably, a striking gold dish-handle from Daphnae, now 

in Boston (Pis. Vol., pi. 195^). 

During the seventh and sixth centuries the art of bronze casting, 

which had achieved some spectacular successes in the preceding two 

centuries,^®^ developed into a thriving industry, providing the vast 

numbers of divine figures, and reliquaries for the bones and mummies of 

sacred creatures, used in the cults which flourished throughout Egypt in 

the last centuries of the pharaonic period.The wealth of small bronzes, 

mostly of a routine character, which crowd museum collections has 

obscured the fact that many are the products of high technical com¬ 

petence, while some are true works of art. The absence of large pieces of 

first quality has prompted the view that the achievement of earlier times 

was never reached again.3*® But there are notable examples of large-scale 

bronze figures of men and women in museums. These pieces are little 

known and suffer from imprecision in their dating.3*^ There are, 

however, several well-dated medium-sized pieces which are both com¬ 

petently made and artistically very stylish, such as a figure of Khonsirdis, 

governor of Upper Egypt in the reign of Psammetichus I (Pis. Vol., pi. 

194^),3™ and an unusual statuette of Ihat, a prophet of Amun, which is 

inscribed with the cartouches of Psammetichus II, probably replacing 

originals of Necho II.3'^> The latter piece, of undoubted Egyptian, indeed 

Theban, origin, was found at Ephesus, surely taken there in antiquity as 

a prized acquisition. 

From the period between the early New Kingdom and the Twenty- 

fifth Dynasty there has survived a small number of royal representations 

in bronze.372 From the Twenty-fifth Dynasty onwards many more are 

known, possibly separated in most cases from ritual objects, like sacred 

barks, on which the ruling monarch was shown making an offering or in 

an attitude of worship.373 Those representing Kushite kings are particu¬ 

larly distinctive, and among the few which are of high quality is a finely 

modelled figure of Shabako in Athens. It displays, albeit on a small scale, 

many of the characteristics of large royal sculpture of the Twenty-fifth 

Dynasty,37‘> but it lacks the harsh strength and muscular emphasis which 

are found in sculptures on a larger scale.375 The mingling of styles and 

^ BM 68868; also F 176, 19). Fi5),p1. 402. ^ 5ySf. 

F 3, 190; for rich deposits of bronzes of the late period at Saqqara, see F 151, 49!?. 

368 F 17, 50. 

369 E.g. BM 43371-3 (women); see f 20, 25 (dated to the Twenty-second Dynasty); BM 22784 

(parts of a fine male figure), loc. c'lt. 370 p 

37* F 177, 146!?. For the cutting out of Necho’s cartouches, see f 182, 37of. 

372 F 2, 6. 373 go F 167,48!^ 374 p 166; F 5, 283. 

375 F 153, 399. 
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NUBIAN AND SAITE ART AND CULTURE 745 

traditions — Kushite itself, the historical Egyptian, and the new archaiz- 

ing — gives the sculpture of the Twenty-fifth Dynasty a particular interest 

and liveliness.They are all to be found in the surviving sculptures of 

Taharqa, which range from the strong but idealizing head in Cairo^'^^ to 

the almost grotesque brutality of a sphinx from Kawa (Pis. Vol., pi. 
i89).378 

It is, however, in the field of private sculpture that the full flowering of 

artistic skills in the Nubian and Saite Dynasties can be best observed. 

The upsurge of cultural enthusiasm, already mentioned as being a 

distinguishing feature of this period, was accompanied by a number of 

other trends, all of which contributed to a massive output of fine 

sculpture. Excellent craftsmanship was encouraged; techniques were so 

well developed that the hardest stones were apparently worked with 

consummate ease. The practice of placing votive statues of living 

persons in temples^™ became almost commonplace for high officials, so 

that the demand for private sculpture greatly increased. In earlier times 

only a few people of non-royal station were, apparently, allowed the 

privilege of placing several votive statues in temple precincts. A notable 

example was the steward of Amun, Senenmut, who occupied to some 

extent a position vis-a-vis queen Hatshepsut similar to that of the major- 

domos of the God’s Wife of Amun in the Nubian and Saite periods. The 

parallel should not, probably, be pressed, but it is interesting to note that 

Harwa, the first notable major-domo of later times, who seems to have 

set the fashion for great tombs at Thebes, also enjoyed the privilege of 

having numerous votive statues (Pis. Vol., pi. 191 Some of these are 

of conventional form, if not particularly archaizing; others show an 

extraordinary individuality, like the squatting figure in Cairo,^®' in 

which the subject is portrayed with cruel frankness. The equally 

numerous statues of Harwa’s successor, Akhamenru, who served 

Shepenupet II, show in their variety distinct signs of the archaizing 

trends which influenced sculpture in the first half of the seventh century 

in particular.3®2 A standing figure of Akhamenru, now in the Louvre,®®® 

is clearly based on Middle Kingdom originals, although it is no slavish 

copy. Of about the same period, and of outstanding quality, is a head 

found in the temple of Mut at Karnak, which was inspired by Old 

Kingdom models.®®^ But in the delineation of the features of the subject 

one may detect an attempt at naturalism, approaching portraiture - a 

marked feature of Egyptian sculpture of the period of transition between 

the Twenty-fifth and Twenty-sixth Dynasties. Again, however, too 

much should not be claimed for the intentions of the artists of the period. 

An excellent general account in f lyj ii, 49fF. For the iconography of the Kushite kings, see 

F 141. sn CG j6o; see f 155, pis. 396, 397. SK bm ly^o, see F 175 ii, 50. 

F 17, xxxiii. 3ao F 54, 79,ff. See f 175 ii. 53. 3«F94,i63ff: 

3*3 E.13106; see F 94, 167, pi. xii. 38< 67969; see f 140, pi. xxv; f 63, 65; f 133 ii, 260. 
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746 55- Egypt: the xxv and xxvi dynasties 

who were still firmly controlled by conventional forms of 
representation.^85 

Undoubtedly the masterpiece of this naturalistic school, the products - 

of which demonstrate ‘likeness’ rather than ‘portraiture’,^®^ is the bust of 

a man, also found in the temple of Mut at Karnak, and usually identified 

as Mentuemhat.®®'^ It is a remarkable study of mature old age, so 

convincing in its individuality as to persuade that it is a true portrait. It 

has, unfortunately, been pointed out with justice that there are ten 

surviving heads of Mentuemhat, no two of which are very alike.®®® Of 

the many statues, and fragments of statues, of Mentuemhat which are 

known,®®® two others warrant special mention. The first, a noble 

standing representation in the Cairo Museum,®®® exhibits features which 

suggest a remarkable range of putative sources; the attitude and the kilt 

are of the Old Kingdom, the modelling of the abdomen derives from 

Middle Kingdom royal statuary, the wig is an adaptation of a late 

Eighteenth Dynasty form.®®* Yet the statue as a whole presents a 

coherent and completely satisfactory appearance — a triumph of eclectic 

artistry. The other, a statue in Berlin,®®® shows Mentuemhat seated on a 

simple block seat and wearing an enveloping cloak, a careful reinterpre¬ 

tation of a standard Middle Kingdom type of private sculpture. 

Identifiable sculptures of the kings of the Twenty-sixth Dynasty are 

few, although there exists a number of fine heads which may plausibly be 

assigned to specific monarchs,®®® helping thereby to swell a disappoint¬ 

ingly small tally. Such is the imposing quartzite head in Philadelphia (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 190), identified as Amasis, an idealized portrait of exceptional 

technical finish, showing clearly the strength and weakness of much 

Saite sculpture, after the early exciting years of artistic drive under 

Psammetichus I. Technical mastery, already emphasized, combined with 

a wide repertoire of standard sculptural forms, ensured that the majority 

of statues were at least competently conceived and carved. Most were 

produced as vehicles for votive texts, and consequently the block-statue 

with its splendid broad surfaces inviting inscription was especially 

popular. Large-scale production unfortunately could not sustain artistic 

quality beyond the superficial level of high competence. Most Saite 

sculptures, therefore, are good studio pieces, exceedingly well finished, 

with crisp detail, carried out in the hardest of Egyptian stones, 

particularly schist and basalt, and completed with a high polish (Pis. 

Vol., pi. 193). The artist of a styhsh asymmetrical squatting figure of Bes, 

a piece in hard limestone, and a product of Lower Egypt,®®'* not Thebes, 

F 17, xxxviii. ^ F 17, xxxviii. 

^ Cairo CG 647; sec f 153, pi. 408; f 5, 142. ^ F 17, 15. 

^ Fully published in f 85, docs. 1-16. Cairo CG 42236 = f 8j, doc.i. 

391 So f 155, pi. 407. 392 Berlin 17271 =F 85, doc.9. 393 See f 122, i8ifF; f 121, 46fF. 

394 In the Gulbenkian Museum, Lisbon (no. 158); see f 81, pi. 261. 
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NUBIAN AND SAITE ART AND CULTURE 747 

has, however, succeeded in achieving something beyond the common¬ 

place. The type is that of the unusual statue of Harwa, mentioned above, 

but here it is completely refined. And yet it is redeemed from being 

ordinary by a fehcitous simplicity. Of the type of figure holding a divine 

effigy, which became particularly common in the Saite period, an 

excellent example is the statue of Harbes in New York, dated by 

inscription to the reign of Psammetichus II.He jg shown standing, 

holding a large figure of Osiris between his hands. The modelling of the 

body is unusually subtle, while the head, shghtly downturned, is 

exceptionally sensitive. Here is a piece of the greatest technical finish 

which wholly avoids the brittle coldness characteristic of so much Saite 

sculpture. 

The great officials who placed their statues in the courts of temples in 

Thebes and the Delta cities, in particular, inflated their dignity by 

reviving the multifarious official and priestly titles of the Old Kingdom. 

The inscriptions with which their statues are richly furnished are, by a 

similar principle, carved after the best ancient models, exhibiting 

archaizing writings and formulae. The inspiration of the texts is again 

eclectic, the models being for the most part the monumental texts of the 

Middle and New Kingdoms.But the expectations which lay behind 

the production of these statues and their being placed in the temples, 

built or renewed by the Saite monarchs, were relatively shortlived. The 

splendid foundations described by Herodotus (e.g. 11.169, ^73) have not 

survived; they were undoubtedly the first buildings to suffer from the 

assaults of the Persians and the predatory quarrying of later times. 

Nevertheless, while the visible memorials of the Saite kings are even 

fewer than those of their accursed predecessors the Kushites, there 

remains, through the literary tradition of Egypt itself, and the work of 

the great Greek historian, a noble reputation for cultural and pohtical 

achievement, which is strongly supported by the monuments of the 

great officials who served them. 

3^5 MMA 19.2.2; sec F 17, pis. 44, 45. f 95, lySf. 
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CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE 

75° 

700 

ASSYRIA BABYLONIA EGYPT ISRAEL JUDAH TYRE ELAM 

Nabonassar 747-734 Osorkon IV Menahcm Uzziah 767-740 Ethbaal II Khumban-tahrah 

( = So^ 752-742 760.5-744 

Tigiath-pileser 111 Nabu-nadin-zeri 733-732 

744-727 Py'■•747-716 Hiram 11 Khumban-nikash 1 

Nabu-shuma-ukin 11 732 Pckahiah Jotham 740-73 5 743-7'7 
742-740 

Nabu-mukin-zeri 731-729 Pekah 740-732 

Tigiath-pileser 111 Hoshea Ahaz 735-715 Matan 11 
728-727 732-722 Elulaios Shutur-nahhunte 

717-699 

FALL OF 

SAMARIA 

722 

Shalmaneser V Shalmaneser V 726-722 

726-722 

Sargon U 721-705 Merodach'baladan 11 Hezekiah 715-687 

721-710 

Sargon 11 709-705 

Sennacherib Sennacherib 704-703 

704-681 Marduk-zakir-shumi 11 703 

Merodach-baladan 11 703 Shabako 

<■.716-702 

Bel-ibni 702-700 Shebitku Manasseh 687-642 

r. 702-690 

Ashur-nadin-shumi 699-694 Taharqa 690-664 Khallushu-lnshushinak 

Nergal-ushezib 695 Tantamani 699-693 

Mushezib-Marduk 692-689 664—656 Kudur-nahhuntc 

Sennacherib 688-681 

DYNASTY XXVI Ba'al I 

693-692 

Khumban-nimena 

692-689 

Khumban-khaltash 1 

689-681 
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Esarhaddon Esarhaddon 680-669 Necho I 672-664 Khumban-khaltash 11 

680-669 

Psammetichus I 

681—675 

Urtak 675-664 

664—610 

Ashurbanipal Ashurbanipal 668 Teumman 664-653 

668-627 Shamash-shuma-ukin Khumban-nikash 11 

667—648 653-652 

Tammaritu I 652-649 

650 Kandalanu 647-627 Amon 642—640 Indabibi 649-648 

Khumban-khaltash 111 

648—647 

Josiah 640-609 Tammaritu II 647 

Khumban-khaltash III 

646 

TAshur-etel-ilani 

626-612 sSin-shumu-lishir interregnum 626 FALL OF SUSA 646 

ISin-sharra-ishkun 

FALL OF 

Nabopolassar 625-605 

NINEVEH 

612 

Ashur-uballip 11 Necho U 

611-609 

Nebuchadrezzar 11 

610-595 

Jehoahaz 609 

604—562 Jehoiakim 609-598 

600 Psammetichus 11 

595-589 Jehoiachin 598 Ethba'al III 

Apries 589-570 Zedekiah 597-587 

Amasis 570-526 FALL OF 

JERUSALEM 

587 Ba^al 11 

Amel-Marduk 561-560 lakin-ba^al 

Neriglissar 559-556 Chelbes 

Labashi-Marduk 556 Abbar 

Nabonidus 5 5 5-5 39 Matan III 

Baal-eser 111 

Mahar-ba'al 

550 FALL OF BABYLON Hiram III 

539 Psammetichus III 

526-525 

Note: For Urartu, see vol. iii.i, 891. Dates of kings of Israel, Judah and Elam are subject to revision. For the pharaohs of the mid-eighth century 

see CAM 890. 
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NOTE ON THE CALENDAR 

In Assyria, Babylonia, Israel, and Judah a lunar calendar was used, each month 
beginning with the first sighting of the crescent of the new moon in the evening. 
Since a lunar year of 12 months amounts to 354 days, the lunar year is about 11 
days shorter than the solar year of 365.25 days. In order to keep the lunar calendar 
approximately in line with the solar calendar extra months had to be added at 
intervals; thus a total of seven months was needed in each cycle of nineteen years. 
In Assyria and Babylonia the additional months were ‘second Ululu’ or ‘second 
Addaru’. During the period covered by this volume the addition of these 
‘intercalary’ months does not seem to be governed by any defined principle. It is 
not known how the problem was dealt with in Israel and Judah. 

The traditional Jewish month names were taken over from the Babylonians 
during the Exile. These month names were used in the Old Testament even to date 
events occurring during the pre-exilic period. 

In Assyria and Babylonia the year started around the time of the spring equinox, 
beginning with the month Nisannu and ending with Addaru. In Israel and Judah 
it started around the time of the autumn equinox, beginning with Tishri and 
ending with Elul. Since each Assyrian or Babylonian year overlaps two years in 
the Julian calendar, it is given the number of the earlier Julian year. Thus the first 
full year of the reign of Nebuchadrezzar II ran from 2 April 604 b.c. to 21 March 
603 B.c. In terms of the Babylonian calendar the latter date would be given as 
29/XI1/604, i.e. the 29th day of Addaru in the year which began in the spring 
of 604 B.c. 

Month names 

Assyria/Babylonia Israel/Judah Approximate equivalent 

I Nisannu NTsan March/April 

II Ayyatu lyyar April/May 

III Simanu Siwan May/June 

IV Du’uzu Tammuz June/July 

V Abu Ab July/August 

VI Ululu EIQI August/September 

via Ululu Sanu 

VII TaSritu TiSrl Septembcr/Octobcr 

VIll Arahsamna Marhc$wan Ociober/November 

IX Kisllmu Kislew November/December 

X Tebetu Tebet December/January 

XI §aba(u Scba( January/February 

XII Addaru Adar February/March 

Xlla Addaru Sanu 
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